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ABSTRACT 
 
 An archaeological survey was conducted of the Silver Springs State Park in Ocala, Florida, 
between August 2014 and December 2015. The project goals were to relocate and assess the 
previously recorded archaeological sites in the park and attempt to discover new sites. Background 
research, archaeological fieldwork including surface collection, shovel testing, and informant 
interview were conducted with this aim. Each site is described and addressed, and most were 
relocated; twelve new resources were added to the inventory. The Silver Springs and Silver River 
watershed have been occupied from the Paleo-Indian period at least 13,000 years ago through the 
twentieth century. Sites from each time period are discussed to detail how use of the landscape 
developed through time but still remained a persistently occupied place with important, albeit 
changing roles. Finally, management and research recommendations are provided to assist the state 
park staff and future archaeologists working in the area. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 Peering over the side of a glass-bottom boat as it disembarks from the dock at Silver Springs, 
one sees the silvery sparkle across the water, cooters resting on logs, an anhinga stretching out its 
wings to dry, and perhaps even a monkey hiding in the trees. Attracting one’s attention down, the 
glass bottom allows a remarkably clear view to the deep limestone floor of the headspring pool, 
perhaps interrupted by some of the many fish swimming past underneath. In addition to the natural 
beauty, signs of human use of the springs emerge – huge statues from an old Sea Hunt set and a 
decaying rowboat. The true antiquity of human occupation of the springs is not apparent from this 
ride, but people have been visiting these springs, the largest of their kind worldwide, for as long as 
humankind is known to have lived in Florida. 
 Silver Springs, in north-central Florida near Ocala (Figure 1), has been persistently occupied 
for over 13,000 years, from the first Paleo-Indian inhabitants through the entirety of prehistory and 
history to contemporary times. As such, over forty sites have now been identified within the over 
4500 acre Silver Springs State Park (Figure 2). This document serves to compile and synthesize 
information already known about the archaeology of this project area, expand upon this knowledge 
using data collected during my own survey, and provide recommendations for both management 
and further research. 
 Chapter 2 explains theoretical considerations that helped to shape interpretations. Chapter 3 
discusses the environmental conditions of the park and issues of natural resources. Chapter 4 
addresses prehistoric cultures relevant to the parkland and Chapter 5 gives an overview of the 
history of the area. Chapter 6 discusses previous archaeological research at the park. Chapter 7 
outlines methods for the current survey, which sought to relocate all previous terrestrial 
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archaeological sites in the park and to identify new archaeological resources. Chapter 8 provides site 
descriptions, including both previous and current research, maps, photographs, and artifact tables 
intended to report on the raw data for sites. Chapter 9 attempts to pull all this information together 
in a conclusion that discusses some hypotheses about how the use of the Silver Springs area has 
changed and persisted through time. Furthermore, both general and specific recommendations for 
further studies and for management and in some cases, interpretation are outlined. Unless otherwise 
indicated, all photographs were taken by the author. 
 
Figure 1. Map showing locations of Ocala and Marion County within Florida. 
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Figure 2. Map showing site locations and waterbodies within and adjacent to Silver Springs State Park. 
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II. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 People have inhabited the Silver Springs and Silver River Watershed in north-central Florida 
for over 13,000 years (Baker 1990; Collins et. al. 2010; Martin 1966; Milanich 1994; O’Donoughue 
and Sassaman 2013). Evidence for occupations as diverse as Paleoindian megafauna kill sites all the 
way up to historical and contemporary recreational sites, and a broad spectrum of other prehistoric 
and historic settlements in between, populate the landscape. Groups were certainly attracted to this 
region for the freshwater springs and the local ecosystem services they support (Neill 1964). Given 
the long occupation span, this region could be considered what Sarah Schlanger (1992) and others 
(Anschuetz et. al. 2001; Dooley 2009; Shiner 2009; Thompson and Pluckhahn 2012; Wells 2004) 
refer to as a “persistent place.” This is defined as a place that people have “used repeatedly during 
the long-term occupation of a region, with repeated abandonments and reoccupations … population 
retreats and returns” (Schlanger 1992:92). While people persist in using the place, the nature of the 
occupation often shifts throughout its history. 
 Over the course of the Late Holocene, the natural environment of Silver Springs has 
changed dramatically, from a watery oasis in a relatively cool and dry climate to a forested riverine 
floodplain fed by one of the world’s largest limestone springs (Martin 1966:19). To understand 
better the future trajectory of this important resource, the coupled human-environmental record 
warrants study, comparing settlement patterns and landscape use with environmental change (e.g., 
Balée 2006; Barton et. al. 2004; Crumley 1994; Marquardt 1994; Winterhalder 1994). In this chapter, 
I examine the varied ways in which archaeologists have employed the notion of persistent places and 
how they have recognized persistence in the archaeological record. I also consider the implications 
for operationalizing the concept at multiple social and spatial scales, including site, region, and 
5 
 
landscape. Drawing on a historical ecological framework to explain why some places endure in 
regional settlement systems, I argue that persistent places is an important concept for contemporary 
management of cultural and environmental heritage resources. 
Case Studies on Persistence 
Schlanger (1992) identified three types of persistent places: ones with “unique qualities” that 
make them particularly well suited for one or more activities, ones “marked by certain features that 
serve to focus reoccupations,” and ones that form based on the “presence of cultural materials” 
(Schlanger 1992:97). While persistent places are reoccupied many times, Schlanger argued that their 
specific functions may change, such as when people move to a new habitation site but continue to 
use the old one as a satellite camp, seasonal camp, or special use area, for example a hunting ground 
(Schlanger 1992). She suggested that people would move as a result of environmental or climate 
change (Schlanger 1992). Schlanger noted that permanent water sources, access to varied biotic 
environments, and productive environments are ripe for persistent occupations; however, these 
factors do not differ greatly from environmental conditions that denote high potential for 
archaeological sites in general (Schlanger 1992:105). 
The most universal and obvious way to identify persistence is through the presence across a 
landscape of multi-component sites and temporally diagnostic artifacts that date to a broad time 
span, which was the starting point for Schlanger (1992:105). Within the Silver Springs State Park, 
there are many multi-component sites evidencing the persistence of settlement near the springs and 
the Silver and Oklawaha rivers. These include the Cactus Flower site (8Mr1878), which has yielded 
diagnostic artifacts from the Middle Archaic through late prehistoric Alachua periods (Chance 1988; 
Chance 1991; Chambless 2008; Collins et. al. 2010), and the Paradise Park Site (8Mr92), which 
contains evidence of Paleo-Indian through Middle Woodland occupation (Dunbar, Doran, and Rink 
2010; Faught 2003; Hemmings 1975; Neill 1958:36-47; O’Donoughue and Sassaman 2013). 
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Schlanger also looked for isolated projectile points that would be indicative of hunting activities 
more so than use within a habitation site, partly to test her hypothesis about the evolving nature of 
land use. During previous investigations near Silver Springs (e.g., O’Donoughue and Sassaman 
2013), as well as our own, archaeologists have likewise recovered scattered lithic artifacts suggesting 
similar long term persistent use of the entire landscape. The broad artifact scatter along the southern 
bank of the Silver River making up the combined Impala (8Mr93), NN (8Mr83), Boardwalk 
(8Mr2195), and Oak Hammock (8Mr1920) sites, and the adjacent Ishti Semoli site (8Mr2703) along 
the west of the Marshall Swamp show broad use of the landscape. Likewise, the Franklin 15 
(8Mr1082) and Cactus Flower (8Mr1878) sites cover the northwest bank of the Silver River. 
Schlanger’s three types of persistent places could also be described as stages of persistence. 
People would have been attracted to a particular area because it was naturally well-suited to some 
activity, be that access to fresh water, useful plant resources, a strategic natural shelter or viewshed, 
availability of raw materials, or productive hunting grounds, among other things. If populations 
continued to return and successfully accomplish their aims, then their use of the landscape would 
shape it into one containing “features that serve to focus reoccupations” (Schlanger 1992:97). 
Schlanger noted that she was unable to determine if the features constitute the place or if the place is 
“marked by the features” (Schlanger 1992:97). Either way, regular use and “engagement” of the 
material features of the space could give it meaning as a place and serve to structure, enable, and 
constrain activities, constituting a habitus for its occupants (Bourdieu 1977; Renfrew 2004:24). In this 
way, persistent places across time and space are the physical manifestation or materialization of the 
discursive relationship between structure and agency (Giddens 1984:244-245).  
After people have occupied the landscape in one form or another over a sufficient period 
and have either cached reusable artifacts or discarded waste that could be recycled and repurposed 
by a later group of people, Schlanger’s third type of persistent place would emerge. Schlanger’s 
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reasoning behind the creation of persistent places is a highly techno-functional one; notably missing 
is any discussion of ritual or spiritual importance that places could come to embody. Even if a place 
no longer served as a habitation or place to procure raw materials, its persistence, possibly facilitated 
by landscape features, such as mounds or natural landmarks, could lead it to become a type of 
persistent place not identified by Schlanger, one linked to meaning rather than utilitarian value. Such 
a place could be imbued with spiritual power or thought of as a traditional homeland, place of 
ancestors, or representative of a family, group, or ethnic identity. In a case where such an identity or 
ritual use extends into contemporary time, the place could even constitute a traditional cultural 
property, defined as a property having “association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living 
community that are rooted in that community’s history and are important in maintaining the 
continuing cultural identity of the community (Parker and King 1990:1). 
Schlanger’s theory, largely echoed by Marquardt (1994) and Crumley (1994), placed the 
impetus for change in settlement patterns almost exclusively on environmental or climate change. 
Any number of cultural, political, economic, or spiritual reasons could have triggered a group’s plans 
to move or to return. Those changes could correlate with environmental or climate-based ones, but 
they would by no means have to do so. Environmental or climate change need not be the sole, or 
even primary, impetus for a group to move or to alter their use of a landscape. For example, 
Thompson and Pluckhahn (2012:50) interpreted the Fort Center collection of earthworks as an 
example of a persistent monumental place where “emplacement” occurs through a “dialectical 
relationship between practice and ecology.” They stressed that themes in monumental construction 
over Fort Center’s long occupational history were repeated even as the forms and functions of the 
earthworks changed dramatically in ritual, mortuary, and residential contexts (Thompson and 
Pluckhahn 2012:52). By investigating the different types of earthworks at the site, they postulated an 
Early Woodland beginning of ritual use and building, which would change how people viewed the 
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landscape. Later, ritual specialists appear to emerge during heavy use of a mound and mortuary pond 
complex, and subsequently multiple residential mounds suggest more stratification, possibly as the 
Calusa chiefdom emerged. They suggested that Fort Center could be an intentionally built 
microcosm of the surrounding environment that both shapes and is shaped by human agency, 
practice, and structure (Thompson and Pluckhahn 2012:63). 
Wandsnider (1992) used an economic framework based on ethnographic analysis to model 
when people will reoccupy a site and when they will not. She examined several factors: how long a 
“facility,” such as a structure, is usable (facility use-life) and how long it takes to fall into decay after 
abandonment (facility decay interval), as well as how long a physical site is usable, productive, and 
not too polluted to be occupied (site use-life), and finally how long the site would take to recover 
from human exploitation and be available for habitation again (site regeneration interval). 
Wandsnider (1992:258-259) used these factors to explain the “tempo of local reuse” and degrees of 
“spatial congruency” and “temporal continuity.” She provided rules for reoccupation based on an 
economic cost-benefit model (Wandsnider 1992:265).  
According to Wandsnider, if facilities are usable, the site has resources, and it is sufficiently 
hygienic, the facilities and site will be reoccupied. If the facilities are in good condition but not the 
site, people will relocate and possibly move the facilities. If the site is in good condition but the 
facilities are not, a slightly different area of the site may be reoccupied but the facilities will be 
scavenged as needed. If the facilities are in need of repair and the site is not habitable, the facilities 
could still be scavenged, but the population will relocate. Finally, if the facilities have decayed, the 
site’s resources have revived, and the site is not polluted, the area is ready for reoccupation 
(Wandsnider 1992:263-264). Wandsnider used these assumptions to create computer-generated 
models of settlement patterning by inputting different combinations of factors. However, these are 
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necessarily simplistic and cannot take into account the myriad other elements that attract and/or 
constrain settlements. 
Wandsnider’s cost-benefit model is based on the assumption that people are rational 
maximizers, a concept adopted by formalist economic anthropologists from traditional 
microeconomics (Wilk and Cliggett 2007:7-11). Attributing this type of rationality to pre-capitalist, 
non-Western communities has been critiqued. Rationality is difficult to quantify since decisions are 
always culturally and situationally contingent. People must base decisions upon knowledge that is 
limited by perception; these decisions may also entail unseen and unintended consequences. The 
very concept of a modern Western style of rationality that would suggest a cost-benefit model may 
not be universal, but rather an ethnocentric assumption (Wilk and Cliggett 2007:72-74). Despite 
these problems, Wandsnider’s factors may have utility for understanding persistence. 
Her considerations could well have structured people’s decisions about whether or not to 
reoccupy a site. Still, there are less easily identified motivations such as emotion, memory, 
spirituality, or personal preferences that may have impacted relocation choices (Wilk and Cliggett 
2007:76; McCloskey 1993). Wandsnider’s rules do allow us to consider ways that a place could 
become persistent. For instance, extremely productive environments that would regenerate their 
utility quickly would be candidates for reoccupation sooner than more fragile biomes. Additionally, 
enduring facilities such as monumental works would not diminish as quickly as more expedient 
facilities constructed of perishable materials. From a resource procurement standpoint, Silver 
Springs was probably consistently viable. 
Camilli and Ebert (1992), for example, identified archaeological visibility in general as a 
quality that could refocus settlement in an area. They found more evidence of reuse and recycling of 
both chipped stone and groundstone in areas, especially those on high ground, where prehistoric 
people would have been more likely to have seen the remains left by previous occupations (Camilli 
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and Ebert 1992). They concluded that “the reuse of areas and the secondary use of discarded 
materials can be extended as basic behavioral processes to most places used in the past” (Camilli and 
Ebert 1992:133). This observation corroborates Schlanger’s third type of persistent place. 
Shiner (2009) also investigated reuse and recycling of lithics to research a persistent place in 
New South Wales containing surface stone assemblages lacking diagnostic artifacts that would allow 
for chronological control and are also scattered over a broad spatial extent without vertical integrity 
or strict boundaries. Based on radiocarbon dates in hearths, the landscape was occupied over a long 
duration, and Shiner looked at variability in density and diversity of core types, core to flake ratios, 
cortical to non-cortical flakes and cores, raw material types, and amount of reworking on tools to 
identify persistently-occupied places. He noted that many depositional events by people engaged in 
different behaviors on the same landscape over time, site formation processes, and the likely 
recycling, reuse, and movement of the same artifacts by different people at different times all 
contribute to the variegated nature of many deposits. Shiner posited that the variation in use of the 
landscapes reflect consistencies and inconsistencies caused by both environmental and behavioral 
factors. He raised the question about the appropriate durations of interpretative scales for 
investigating patterns “consistent with persistent but varied use of the locations” (Shiner 2009:39). 
Shiner’s description of how landscapes are transformed is related to the accumulation of 
materials from persistent use. As Knapp and Ashmore (1999:18) described, “it is the repetitive use 
and structured modification of an ideational landscape that yields the palimpsest archaeologists 
study.” Dooley advocated for non-site approaches to archaeology to investigate the “spatial 
palimpsests” on the landscape formed over long term persistent use. Dooley (2008) also explored 
the problem of time perspective in archaeology: our ethnographic analogies take place over too 
short a duration to be represented in the archaeological record and we lack specific knowledge of 
how long term processes are demarcated on the landscape. He pointed out the importance of the 
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“cultural landscape” either to draw or to repel people, based on signaling that resources are available, 
be they environmental or manufactured materials that could be recycled or reused. He calculated the 
persistence of stone ring sites in central North Dakota based on the degree to which lichen had 
accumulated on the stones, the amount of siltation that built up to partially cover the stone rings, 
and the completeness of the rings, since it was common practice to take from the old rings to 
construct new ones, meaning older rings would likely be less complete (Dooley 2008:99-105). Based 
on this analysis, Dooley concluded that early cultural features are often persistent and that 
persistence decreases as one moves farther away from the early persistent place (Dooley 2008). The 
argument that early settlements tend to be persistent is a rather obvious conclusion, since an area 
occupied at an early date has more potential to become persistent than one not occupied until later. 
However, if seemingly attractive areas surrounding these persistent areas are then avoided, the 
observation may have more important connotations regarding power and control by human groups 
in relation to the landscape and to other groups. 
Wells and colleagues (2004), for example, investigated another type of persistent place in the 
Middle Gila River Valley. They divided artifact scatters into four categories—habitation, camp, 
diverse activity area, and specialized activity area—based on a combination of artifact density and 
diversity (Wells et. al 2004:633-637). The authors found that there were large and unoccupied areas 
outside of the main villages that met the criteria for specialized activity areas and may have been 
persistent places (Wells et. al 2004: 646). They stressed the need for further investigation of areas 
that people continually revisit, but do not inhabit, as important elements of the total cultural 
landscape; these areas can contain data about a greater variety of activities, some of which may have 
been restricted to non-habitation locations (Wells et. al. 2004:646). The nature of such specialized 
activities could also confer specialized meaning. 
12 
 
 Wells and colleagues used artifact density and diversity to recognize multiple types of places, 
as did Barton and colleagues. Barton et al. (2004) employed statistical analysis of sites in 
Mediterranean Spain to calculate both the ubiquity of landscape use, or the simple presence of 
human occupation at different times, and the intensity of land use, which can be determined by 
artifact density. These two factors determine the group’s degrees of dispersion and of persistence on 
the landscape. Depending upon the spatial scale focusing the research, places could have relatively 
higher or lower degrees of persistent use (Barton et. al 2004). 
Discussion 
Schlanger introduced the concept of persistent place partly as a reaction to the limitations of 
site-based archaeology; the persistent place encompasses both sites and isolated artifacts as well as 
multiple components and site types. As Wells and colleagues (2004) have shown for central Arizona, 
the archaeological record can be characterized as continuous but with varied densities of artifacts 
that incorporate both sites and isolated finds or features, all of which may be behaviorally 
meaningful. 
Dunnell (1992) also challenged the concept of an archaeological site on ontological, 
epistemological, and theoretical grounds. He argued that the site as the unit of analysis or 
interpretation leaves out portions of the archaeological record and obscures the reality that sites are 
constituted through accumulation rather than a single depositional event (Dunnell 1992: 26-29). 
Dooley (2008: 95) similarly advocated for non-site approaches to archaeology to investigate the 
“spatial palimpsests” on the landscape formed over long term persistent use. He noted the difficulty 
that archaeologists have had in interpreting cultural processes that take place over the long term 
(Dooley 2008:95). Expanding the scale of our spatial unit of analysis from site to landscape may also 
increase our abilities to expand our thinking about greater time depths since time and space are 
connected concepts. 
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Dunnell (1992) pointed out that the site is a concept created by archaeologists, not an 
“empirical unit.” This becomes clear in the many instances wherein it is difficult to determine 
boundaries of distinct sites or the minimum number of artifacts that constitute a site (Dunnell 
1992:29-31). Because of these issues, Dunnell believed that using the site as a basic unit of analysis is 
not efficacious, and instead suggested that the artifact is a better one. While his critique about the 
limitations of examining only archaeological deposits that are characterized as sites should be taken 
into account, Dunnell’s suggestion of using the artifact as a basic unit to the point of abandoning the 
site concept also has the potential to exclude a significant portion of the record, such as features, 
charcoal or other datable carbon remains, and faunal or botanical remains. These are data that would 
be collected in most site-based excavations, but are not artifacts and would thus be ignored under 
Dunnell’s approach. Also, managing a catalog of archaeological data in a format such as a site file 
inventory would be cumbersome and challenging without a clear definition of site and isolated find. 
Binford (1992) took up this issue, agreeing that the artifact is the basic observational unit for 
archaeologists but that recognizing features tends to entail a different type of investigation (Binford 
1992:44-46). He argued that archaeological methods developed to intertwine two different types of 
investigations based on conflicting assumptions: seriation and settlement pattern studies. The first 
assumes homogeneity of sites and the ability to constrain them to a type and a culture, whereas the 
second assumes variability (Binford 1992:48-49). Binford did not share Dunnell’s concern with the 
ontological aspects of the site concept, but agreed that there are benefits to examining the 
archaeological record at the different scales of site and landscape (Binford 1992:50-54). His concern 
was to explain how the archaeological record is organized at “different tempos and different rates” 
(Binford 1992: 54). While he did not abandon the site concept, Binford agreed that incorporating 
landscape approaches may allow archaeologists to observe both change and stability in the 
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archaeological record (Binford 1992:52-57). However, Binford warned that there is a potential risk 
of mistaking simple variability and fluctuation for evolutionary change. 
Schlanger’s approach is closer to Binford’s than to Dunnell’s in that she sought to use both 
sites and isolated finds, or “archaeological occurrences” in the parlance of compliance-based 
archaeology in Florida, to construct a prehistoric landscape. Not only does the inclusion of isolated 
artifacts with sites challenge ideas about boundaries and exclusion of areas that lack significant 
physical signatures left by past occupants, it also challenges the division of the archaeological record 
into site types, since use of persistent places spans long periods of occupation and entails shifting 
use of the landscape (Schlanger 1992:92-93). Schlanger differentiated between habitation loci, limited 
activity loci, and seasonal loci, but some of the same areas could also be characterized as any of these 
during different periods of occupation (Schlanger 1992:98). While she used a landscape approach, 
Schlanger did not complicate the landscape concept or address many of its meanings, which could 
have a role in characterizing persistent places beyond the simple definition of an area of continued 
reoccupation. The multiple meanings of landscapes could help explain why certain places become 
persistent whereas others with similar environmental characteristics do not. Therefore, a closer look 
at landscapes is warranted. 
Anschuetz and colleagues (2001:159) called for an interdisciplinary landscape approach to 
archaeology that they believed could “accommodate, if not integrate, contrasting theoretical 
perspectives,” processual and post-processual. They outlined four premises that underlie a 
“landscape paradigm:” “landscapes are not synonymous with natural environments,” they are 
“worlds of cultural product” and “the arena for all a community’s activities” (Anschuetz et. al. 
2001:160-161). They are also “dynamic constructions, with each community and each generation 
imposing its own cognitive map on an anthropogenic world” (Anschuetz et. al 2001:161). To 
summarize, landscapes are both natural and cultural products that serve as dynamic spaces for 
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everything that groups of people do; we “transform physical spaces into meaningful places” 
(Anschuetz et. al 2001:161). 
The authors recognized three ways that the landscape concept can aid archaeological 
research. First, landscape perspectives can be useful in escaping the restrictions of site-based 
archaeological methods. Reading the landscape can help us to recognize the agency of the people 
who created and shaped that landscape, and then the resultant structural constraints that the 
constructed landscape then exerts back upon them (Knapp and Ashmore 1999:3). Finally, speaking 
about a landscape as a lived place rather than as an archaeological site for scientific study could 
facilitate communication with descendent communities because it is more likely to be compatible 
with their own understanding of the significance and meaning behind it (Anschuetz et. al. 2001:162-
163). 
Anschuetz and colleagues wrote that, because the landscape concept is not geographically or 
temporally bounded, it can encompass intersections of nature and culture; objective and subjective 
resources; past, present, and mytho-historical time (Anschuetz et. al 2001). The authors incorporated 
the idea of persistent places into the landscape, saying, “Although a landscape approach recognizes 
the inherent fluidity and permeability of narrowly delimited boundaries, the persistence of particular 
places may serve to define a landscape” (Anschuetz et. al. 2001:186). Visible remains of past 
occupation (Camilli and Ebert 1992), such as the monumental earthworks at Fort Center 
(Thompson and Pluckhahn 2012), or even less dramatically hearths (Shiner 2009) or stone rings 
(Dooley 2008), could easily be characterized as defining the landscape. 
In their broader approach to landscape, the authors allowed room for ritual landscapes, 
ethnic landscapes, and sociocultural change as a catalyst for creation of persistent places rather than 
a strict focus on environment (Anschuetz et. al. 2001). Since ritual is repetitive, a place that is ritually 
significant would be a strong candidate to become persistent, especially if the ritual is enacted over 
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generations and becomes tradition. Seasonal rituals taking place yearly, or even less frequently, could 
leave a unique signature on a landscape as well. 
Julian Thomas drew out the contradictions and multiple meanings of the term “landscape” – 
“an object, an experience, or a representation,” as well as lived environments and imagined or 
idealized ones; Thomas suggested “holding these elements in a productive tension” (Thomas 
2001:167-169). He historicized ideas of landscape and environment from being a god’s creation to a 
passive object that people can dominate and exploit, but somewhat contradictorily also inhabit as a 
home (Thomas 2001:169-170). 
Thomas takes a more contentious view of the landscape concept by comparing landscape 
painting and geographical information system (GIS) representations of landscapes as both engaging 
in an androcentric power relationship that separates humans from environment and characterizes 
modern views of landscapes (Thomas 2001:169-173). Thomas argued that “lived landscapes are 
relational entities constituted by people in their engagement with the world,” from which it follows 
that all persons perceive and understand landscapes in their own ways, giving the same physical 
space multiple meanings (Thomas 2001:177). Thomas also discussed using experiential archaeology 
to try to imagine and empathize with past by “being in the world” and using the present as an 
analogy for the past as it relates to constructing meaning and a sense of place (Thomas 2001:179-
182). While this sense of place is hard to identify archaeologically, phenomenological effects should 
not be wholly discounted. We may not be able to confirm what feelings a place elicited in past 
people, but it is clear that they were emotionally impacted by their engagement with constructed 
landscapes (Bender 1993). The environment manifests itself as landscape only when people create 
and experience space as a complex of places (Knapp and Ashmore 1999:20-21).  
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Toward a More Holistic Perspective 
While a landscape approach is a step in the right direction, it still falls short of taking into 
account a broad historical perspective in which people and the entire ecosystem of which they are a 
part continually shape one another. The landscape itself is the current product of these long term 
interactions, and houses the record that archaeologists have to work with, but it is the people, not 
just their remains, whom we study. Because an investigation of a persistent place needs to take into 
account a broad span of history and study of the environment and humans’ interactions with and 
within it, historical ecology is a salient theoretical framework to use (Balée 2006). 
The study of persistent places is by necessity a particularist one (Schlanger 1992:92). Each 
persistent place is a product of historical contingency; according to Barton and colleagues (2004:284-
285), “because landscapes are the cumulative products of the operation of socio-ecosystems in the 
physical world, humans must always contend with (and frame their decisions in the context of) the 
outcomes of their predecessors’ behaviors.” They made a strong case for an emphasis on history, 
because the environment alone does not explain away differences in the archaeological record; 
instead, we need to consider the ways past humans have impacted the landscapes as well as the past 
and present social dynamics among humans that have shaped behavior (Barton et. al 2004: 289-291). 
Crumley (1994:6-9) defined the concept of landscape history or historical ecology variably as 
“the study of past ecosystems by charting the change in landscapes over time,” “the ongoing 
dialectical relations between human acts and acts of nature, made manifest in the landscape,” and 
“the practice of globally relevant archaeology, ethnohistory, ethnography, and related disciplines.” 
Crumley’s position is not fully environmentally deterministic by any means, although she argued that 
anthropology suffers from a contradiction of considering early human evolution as environmentally 
driven but later human life as divorced from nature and solely culture driven (Crumley 1994:2). 
Because archaeological research is interdisciplinary and studies a broad temporal span, Crumley 
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argued that it is the ideal avenue for studying past impacts on the environment and predicting future 
ones (Crumley 1994). Historical ecology is compatible with the study of persistent places because 
people’s long term use and reuse of areas alters entire landscapes, not just a constricted site. Also, 
both natural and cultural changes, if such a distinction is even worthwhile, can shape and structure 
future human use of sites and even be a causal factor in persistence (Marquardt 1994:206). 
Marquardt (1994) echoed Crumley’s enthusiasm for archaeology’s role in human-
environmental research but, in addition to her reasons, his argument includes more of a humanistic 
element. For Marquardt (1994:204), the “environment is cognized” and “sociohistorical contexts” 
and “power relations” impact how we understand this cognized environment and then seek to 
constitute our relationship with it. Marquardt’s work also focused on stewardship of cultural and 
natural resources, an attitude that stems from people identifying a place as their own. Cognizing a 
place as “ours” puts it into a relationship with one’s self or group identity. Knapp and Ashmore 
(1999:13-14) described landscape as the “materialization of memory” and argued that “these places 
create and express sociocultural identity.” Identification with a place might make it a strong 
candidate to become a persistent place.  
Balée (2006:76) provided four postulates underlying research within historical ecology: 
almost all environments have been impacted by human action, humans are not predisposed to either 
benefit or harm the environment, societies with different socioeconomic, political, and cultural 
attributes will affect their environments differently, and that human and landscape interaction in a 
variety of contexts can be studied as a whole system. Balée (2006:77-81) described the landscape as 
having human history inscribed upon it; different scales of human agency, the event, the cycle, and 
the long term, all have levels of impact that change the character of the environment in both 
intentional and unintentional ways. These landscape alterations then serve to reshape human life as 
well; because landscapes are historically contingent and emerging, landscape approaches are 
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particularist and require study over a long duration, similar to the study of persistent places (Balée 
2006:81-85). 
Winterhalder problematized certain ecological concepts, which were formulated in a neo-
Darwinian framework using misguided assumptions such as those of Herbert Spencer (Winterhalder 
1994:28). The ecosystem and ideas about environmental succession are rooted in the assumption 
that entire environments operate as organisms writ large and are ordered towards maintaining an 
equilibrium state (Winterhalder 1994:29-30). This idea is reminiscent of similar ideas about human 
societies tending towards balance and equilibrium, largely because they emerged from similar 
intellectual trajectories (Flannery 1972). However, neither stands up to empirical and especially 
historical scrutiny. 
Winterhalder proposed using the concepts of patchiness, persistence, and predictability 
rather than succession, equilibrium, and stability (Winterhalder 1994:33-36). Patches in an 
environment or landscape are distinct locations occupied by organisms that make up a 
heterogeneous, dynamic landscape (Winterhalder 1994:33). Certain environmental patches can be 
the unique features that characterize Schlanger’s first type of persistent place. Barton and colleagues 
(2004) used the concept of patches to organize their archaeological investigation in Spain; they chose 
patches of the environment and collected both cultural and environmental data regardless of the 
presence or absence of sites in order to understand the entire landscape. 
Persistence describes the ebb and flow within specific environmental parameters and 
predictability is a measure of how regularly those conditions recur, be it on a cyclical basis or 
otherwise corresponding to measurable phenomena (Winterhalder 1994:34-36). The concept of 
persistence is useful, because it does not imply stasis. These concepts address the concerns that 
Binford had with non-site-based archaeology, wherein variability could be mistakenly identified as 
change (Binford 1992). While environmental persistence and predictability may correlate with 
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persistence of human reoccupation, this possibility does not appear to have been explored. If human 
groups can depend upon a place to provide certain resources or be environmentally suited for 
habitation on at least a seasonal basis, incorporating it into a subsistence and occupational strategy 
may be desirable.  
We will return to discuss the management applications of these theoretical concepts and 
models in Chapter 9, after presenting the environmental, cultural, and historical contexts, details 
from the survey, and the specific data collected during this and previous archaeological 
investigations at the Silver Springs State Park. 
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING OF THE SILVER SPRINGS STATE PARK 
Boundaries 
Roughly, the boundaries of Silver Springs State Park (Figure 3) are State Road 40 to the 
north, the Oklawaha River to the east, County Road 314 to the south, and State Road 35 to the west, 
except for a few privately owned outparcels. The parkland totals 4,666.5 acres (1,888.5 hectares), 
with 4583.18 acres (1854.7 hectares) of uplands and 83.32 acres (33.7 hectares) submerged (FDEP 
2015a). The complete Silver Springs system and the entirety of the Silver River is contained within 
park boundaries. 
 
Figure 3. Silver Springs State Park boundaries shown on Ocala East, Florida and Lynne, Florida, 1991 USGS 7.5-minute 
quadrangle maps. Adapted from Florida Department of Environmental Protection 2015a. 
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Springs and Water Resources 
 
 Silver Springs (Figure 4) is the largest first magnitude limestone artesian spring system in the 
country and possibly the world, expelling about 766 cubic feet of water per second (21.69 kl/s; 
Martin 1966:19; Munch et. al. 2006:ES-1; Stamm 1994:14-16). The main spring flows from a vent at 
the base of a limestone ledge leading to an underground cave system and is the headwaters and main 
source for the Silver River (Scott et. al. 2004:244). At least 15 additional springs (Figure 5) discharge 
into the Silver River in its first kilometer: Reception Hall (aka Abyss), Blue Grotto, Jacob’s Well 
Spring (aka Spring of the Stars), Bridal Chamber, Devil’s Kitchen (aka Alligator Hole), Geyser 
Spring, Christmas Tree Springs, Sunfish Shelf, Second Fisherman’s Paradise, Catfish Hotel, Paradise 
Park, Catfish Convention Hall, Turtle Hook, and several unnamed springs (Scott et. al. 2004:243-
246; 577-581).  
 
Figure 4. View across Silver Springs Main Boil toward the Silver River. 
 
 Artesian springs develop in areas with a limestone cap created by calcium and magnesium 
carbonates from marine life that perished in the water formerly covering the Florida Plateau. Acidic 
fresh water dissolved through the limestone, creating underwater caverns and tunnels like those at 
the mouth of Silver Springs, and many others found throughout the Floridan aquifer. When water 
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pressure from the aquifer causes a flow through the limestone to the surface, it creates artesian 
springs. Five different underground rivers converging provided the water pressure to create Silver 
Springs. Similar processes of limestone dissolution cause the sinkholes characteristic of karst 
topography, which are also present within the Silver Springs State Park. Ponds forming in these 
sinkholes were sometimes a freshwater resource for prehistoric people (Stamm 1994:14-18). Historic 
populations had a tendency to use sinkholes as natural landfills – such has been the case at sinkholes 
on the Silver Springs State Park property.  
 
Figure 5. Select springs of the Silver Springs Group (adapted from Munch et. al. 2006). 
 
 Silver Springs is the main water source for the Silver River, a tributary of the Oklawaha, which 
in turn flows into the St. Johns River (Figure 6). The serpentine Silver River overflows into vast 
front and back swamps which vary in breadth. During the rainy season, much of the park is 
24 
 
saturated with standing water pooled across the surface (Figure 7). Marshall Swamp, named after the 
former owner of a sugar plantation, covers the south-central portion of the park. These bodies of 
water and other small creeks and drainages, such as Halfmile Creek flowing into the Silver River 
from the north, constitute the rest of the park’s water resources (FDEP 2010). Uplands bordering all 
these water sources have a high probability for cultural resources, but in particular those areas with 
enough elevation to avoid flooding during the rainy season. 
 
Figure 6. Map showing major rivers relevant to the project area. 
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Figure 7. Flooding in the north and the southeastern portions of the park is extensive during the rainy season. 
 
Soils, Geology, and Chert Sources 
Soils 
The Web Soil Survey website from the United States Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources Conservation Service, provided a soils map (Figure 8; Table 1) and descriptions for the 
Silver Springs State Park project area based on a soil survey dated September 14, 2014. Also included 
in Table 1 are the drainage classes of the soil types, which impact their arability and suitability for 
settlement. The acreages of soil types within archaeological sites are listed; they are not expressed as 
percentages because they include portions of sites within as well as outside of the park boundaries. 
Also, since most site boundaries are rough estimates, these acreages must be understood as 
approximations only. None of the soils within the park is considered to be prime farmland (Soil 
Survey Staff 2014). 
 Twenty-three (23) different soils are present within the Silver River State Park, with Candler 
sand, Bluff sandy clay, Eureka loamy fine sand, and Paisley loamy fine sand constituting the majority 
of the acreage. Candler sands are excessively drained upland soils common on ridge and flatwood 
environments with oak and pine vegetation and formed from eolian or sandy marine deposits. 
Eureka soils are poorly drained and slowly permeable, formed from clayey and loamy marine 
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deposits, and common in low, flat, or depressional areas. Paisley soils are also poorly drained and 
slowly permeable soils usually found on low and broad Coastal Plains and formed from clayey 
marine sediments overlying limestone or other carbonate rock (Soil Survey Staff 2015). Bluff soils 
are discussed in more depth below. 
 
Figure 8: 2014 soil survey map of the Silver Springs State Park area (adapted from Soil Survey Staff 2014). Project area 
boundaries are outlined in light green. 
 
Table 1. Soils found within the Silver Springs State Park (adapted from Soil Survey Staff 2014). 
Map Unit 
Symbol 
  Soil Name   Acres   Percent of 
Acreage 
  Drainage Class   Acres in 
Sites 
2  Adamsville sand, 0-5% slopes  45.5  1.0  somewhat 
poorly drained 
 24.2 
3  Anclote sand, depressional  70.7  1.5  very poorly 
drained 
 0 
4  Anclote-Tomoka complex, 
depressional 
 87.1  1.9  very poorly 
drained 
 34.6 
5  Apopka sand, 0-5% slopes  1.3  0.0  well drained  25.1 
7  Udalfic Arents, 0-5% slopes  41.6  0.9  well drained  11.8 
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Table 1. (Continued) 
Map Unit 
Symbol 
  Soil Name   Acres   Percent of 
Acreage 
  Drainage Class   Acres in 
Sites 
9  Arredondo sand, 0-5% slopes  21.9  0.5  well drained  0.3 
19  Bluff sandy clay, frequently 
flooded 
 1117.3  23.9  very poorly 
drained 
 44.8 
22  Candler sand, 0-5% slopes  797.6  17.1  excessively 
drained 
 207.9 
25  Eaton loamy sand  30.7  0.7  poorly drained  6.9 
26  Electra sand, 0-5% slopes  157.8  3.4  somewhat 
poorly drained 
 77.7 
27  Eureka loamy fine sand  1039.2  22.3  somewhat 
poorly drained 
 0.3 
28  Eureka loamy fine sand, 
depressional 
 21.7  0.5  very poorly 
drained 
 0 
40  Holopaw sand  12.2  0.3  poorly drained  4 
48  Lynne sand  72.4  1.6  poorly drained  24.2 
54  Paisley loamy fine sand  803.4  17.2  poorly drained  14.1 
58  Placid sand, depressional  81.0  1.7  very poorly 
drained 
 38.2 
61  Pomona sand  73.9  1.6  poorly drained  27.7 
63  Pompano fine sand, 
depressional 
 12.2  0.3  poorly drained  0 
64  Samsula-Martel complex, 
depressional 
 17.5  0.4  very poorly 
drained 
 3 
65  Sparr fine sand, 0-5% slopes  30.2  0.6  somewhat 
poorly drained 
 7 
69  Tavares sand, 0-5% slopes  56.2  1.2  moderately well 
drained 
 44.9 
70  Terra Ceia muck, frequently 
flooded 
 10.7  0.2  very poorly 
drained 
 0.5 
79  Udorthents, excavated  3.1  0.1  somewhat well 
drained 
 3.1 
99  Water  61.0  1.3  n/a  2.7 
Ax   Astor sand   0.0   0.0   very poorly 
drained 
  0 
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 In 2006, AEV Consulting, LLC, sampled soils along four transects across the Silver River in 
order to understand its hydrology and soil formation processes, as well as temporal aspects of 
floodplain and river stages. Within the two transects east of the Marshall Swamp (see Figure 2), the 
terrace bluffs on both sides of the river had relatively steep slopes and Bluff sandy clay. Bluff sandy 
clay is mollic, having “dark and relatively thick topsoil with ample organic matter (Stoddard 
2007:5).” The soil contains horizons of marl, which is a chalky substance created from buried 
freshwater periphyton organisms (Stoddard 2007:1-6). Periphyton organisms include algae, bacteria, 
microbes, and other detritus that affix themselves to plants or materials near the marine floors. The 
official soil description indicates that the Bluff series formed in “thick beds of alkaline loamy marine 
sediments” and are “subject to frequent flooding for long duration, but do not receive appreciable 
sediments,” explaining the lack of alluvial sand deposition typical of many riverine environments 
(Soil Survey Staff 2015). The amount of calcites or carbonates within the Silver River floodplain is 
likely a factor in the development of these soils (Stoddard 2007:19). 
 At a transect across the Silver River just west of where it meets Marshall Swamp, a similar 
terrace with Bluff sandy clay was present on the north bank, but the south side sloped up more 
gradually to a relict natural levee with submerged and depressional Fluvaquent/Aquent and Anclote 
Series soil types across the wet prairie. This area passes near the Silver River Run Midden site 
(8Mr53) and the Mystery Snail Midden (8Mr3266), which is significant because shell makes up over 
half of the sand-sized components in the natural river soils here, suggesting that not all of the shell 
was discarded as refused from human consumption. Uplands begin with Pomona Series sands on 
the Central Florida Ridge, near the recorded location of the Oak Hammock site (Stoddard 2007:9-
12; see Figure 2). 
 A final transect crossed the Silver River near its first main southeasterly bend, with the 
northern bank within the Cactus Flower site (8Mr1878) and the south bank within a continuous 
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artifact scatter near the recorded site of the Mound Near Silver Springs (8Mr33). Extensive 
floodplain front-swamps ran from the river to the sandy bluffs of the Central Florida Ridge 
formation on either side. The sands lie over the Hawthorn formation of loamy and clayey marine 
sediments and some of the differences between the north and south banks of the river stem from 
the Hawthorn formation being less deeply buried on the north side (Stoddard 2007:17-19). 
Geology 
 Based on the Marion County map from the Florida Geological Survey (Scott 1992), the Silver 
Springs State Park contains three geological areas beneath the soils discussed above.  On Figure 9, 
“Th” refers to Hawthorn Group sediments, and corresponds with better drained sandy soil types. 
“QTu” represents undifferentiated sands overlying Hawthorn Group or Ocala Limestone, often 
with karst features. Cypress swamps can be found here, and these portions of the park are often 
saturated or have standing water for much of the year. “Qr” represents Holocene fluvial sands, clays, 
marls, and peats and corresponds to swampland and rivers on the surface (Scott 1992).  
 
Figure 9. Geological map of the Silver Springs State Park area (adapted from Scott 1992). 
 
Chert Sources 
 Silver Springs State Park is slightly east of the Ocala Quarry Cluster as defined by Upchurch et 
al. (1982:11, 122-125). Chert from this source is often opaline and comes from the Crystal River 
Formation of Ocala Limestone (Upchurch et. al. 1982:17,122-125). Endonino (2007:89-90) refined 
the quarry cluster designations in this part of central Florida, but the closest cluster to the park 
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continues to be called the Ocala cluster, which “stretches from just south of Orange Lake to 
southern Marion and northern Sumter County and from the just east of Silver Springs westward to 
SR 41 in western Marion County.” The Gainesville Quarry Cluster and Lake Panasoffkee Quarry 
Cluster are the closest neighbors to the north and south respectively. In addition to the typical Ocala 
chert, atypical chert deriving from the Hawthorn formation can be quarried in the general area and 
outcrops of silicified coral are locally available as well (Endonino 2007:88). 
Land Cover, Flora, and Fauna 
 According to the 2010 management plan for the Silver River State Park, natural communities 
include mesic flatwoods, sandhill, scrub, scrubby flatwoods, upland mixed forest, xeric hammock, 
depression marsh, dome swamp, floodplain forest, floodplain swamp, wet flatwoods, blackwater 
stream, spring-run stream, sinkhole, ruderal areas, and developed areas (FDEP 2010:18-34). The 
current Cooperative Land Cover map (Figure 10) is slightly less precise, but includes the total park 
acreage. The sinkhole in the southwest quadrant of the park is not depicted, and the Marshall 
Swamp in the south-central park area is shown as freshwater forested wetlands rather than 
floodplain swamp. Also, certain disturbed or now-forested areas were mapped as ruderal (plant 
communities that first colonize disturbed land) in the management plan.  
 North of the Silver River and its floodplain, freshwater forested wetlands (mixed wetland 
hardwoods) and wet flatwoods cover the largest part of the acreage. The southwestern portion of 
the park mainly supports sandhills, although areas of mixed hardwood-coniferous forest, scrubby 
flatwoods, xeric hammock, and mesic flatwoods occur as well. Hydric hammock makes up much of 
the southeastern area of the park, although the southeastern-most corner has tree plantations 
(planted pine) and mixed forest. These various communities support cypress, several oak species, 
pine varieties, palm species, magnolia, beech, bay species, cedar, maple, pignut hickory, elm, and 
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others, which would have supplied timber and mast resources. Various palmettos, grasses, and berry 
plants would also have provided fibers and food (FNAI 2010). 
 
Figure 10. Cooperative Land Cover map showing natural communities within the park. 
 
 Aquatic and terrestrial fauna are abundant and provided another important food source. They 
include black bear, deer, manatee, armadillo, fox, alligator, and many birds, rodents, frogs, reptiles, 
fish, and shellfish, especially snails (FDEP 2010; Martin 1966:199-212). Gopher tortoises and 
burrows are found throughout the park, and cooter and soft-shell turtles are abundant; turtle 
carapace fragments were frequently found in the faunal assemblages at archaeological sites as well 
(Munch et. al. 2006:ES-x-xi). Largemouth bass, bluegill, and shiners are some of the most ubiquitous 
fish species in the contemporary Silver River, but catfish, striped mullet, sunfish, shad, and gar were 
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highly represented in older studies (Munch et. al. 2006:ES-x-xiii, 5-73 – 5-81). A total of forty-one 
(41) different fish and five mussels have been identified in the river (Munch et. al. 2006:3-24). 
 Feral orange trees persist in select areas as a relic of many attempts at citraculture, and other 
exotic trees are present, including some which may have been planted as ornamentals. Wild hogs 
were introduced by Europeans and Rhesus macaques have made Silver Springs home since they 
were introduced in the 1930s by the Jungle Cruise’s Colonel Tooey. He purchased the monkeys 
from a New York wildlife dealer with the intent of having a monkey island for his excursion, but did 
not know that the monkeys were skilled swimmers (Gillespie 2015; Pittman 2013). In the 15 years 
between 1998 and 2012, a trapper formerly permitted to work on parkland caught 772 monkeys, 
which he sold to biomedical research companies (Gillespie 2015). According to the University of 
Florida biologists conducting a multi-year study of the monkey population (Figure 11), many of 
whom carry the deadly herpes-B virus, they now number around 200 and have been expanding their 
range to other parts of Central Florida (Gillespie 2015; Pittman 2013). 
 
Figure 11. Troop of rhesus macaques gathered near the park.  
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IV. PREHISTORY 
 
Paleo-Indian 
 Silver Springs was occupied by the first known inhabitants of Florida, the Paleo-Indians, 
possibly 14,500 years ago or more. The environment during that time, at the end of the Pleistocene, 
was vastly different from modern conditions. Florida was nearly twice as wide as it is today and the 
lower water level impacted both the shoreline and the availability of freshwater sources inland. 
Sinkholes and springs in regions with karst topography (including some that are now submerged) 
provided the only reliable freshwater (Faught 2004:275-276; Milanich 1994:38, 46). Maps of Paleo-
Indian artifact finds by Waller and Dunbar (1977:80) show sites concentrated in areas overlying the 
karstic Ocala Limestone formation in Central Florida. Further studies identified a Silver 
Springs/Oklawaha cluster of sites; they are one of a subtype of clusters within lowland karst areas 
having “trough-like” river-basin depressions with spring caverns, relatively steep banks, and wide 
clayey floodplains that have tendencies to hold moisture for long durations (Dunbar and Waller 
1983:26). 
Both humans and their animal prey would have been drawn to water. Diver and avocational 
archaeologist Ben Waller (1970) collected a large number of Paleo-Indian points from rivers in north 
and central Florida and suggested that kill sites were located at natural river crossings for megafauna. 
These now-extinct animals hunted by Paleo-Indians, as evidenced by their associations with 
diagnostic projectile points, included mastodons, mammoths, giant tortoises, giant sloths, bison, and 
horses (Milanich 1994:45-48; Neill 1964:17-19). The association of Paleo-Indian sites with the 
limited water sources in an arid environment is known as the Oasis Hypothesis (Dunbar 2006:405; 
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Milanich 1994:40-41; Neill 1964). Nomadic Paleo-Indian groups are thought to have moved 
between oases hunting and gathering wild food sources. 
 Thulman (2009) compared the locations of Paleo-Indian finds with those likely to provide 
freshwater access and with the locations of chert sources for toolmaking to test which model has 
better predictive strength. Although the data do probably suffer from some sampling and 
preservation biases, including high potential that site formation processes deeply buried some 
terrestrial Paleo-Indian sites, the study suggests that access to freshwater was the stronger driver 
than quarry presence in Paleo-Indian site selection (Neill 1958; Thulman 2009:243, 271). Through 
examination of several environmental and geological factors, Silver Springs was determined to have 
high potential for surface water during the Middle Paleoindian period. First magnitude springs 
communicate with the Floridan Aquifer and are generally resilient water sources – Silver Springs also 
provides the water source for the Silver and Oklawaha Rivers (Thulman 2009:251, 263-264). Silver 
Springs does not provide access to chert quarry sites, but the Ocala quarry cluster is defined by 
Endonino (2007:88) as “just east of Silver Springs” (Thulman 2009:259). The presence of Paleo-
Indian sites in the now-submerged cavern and ledge at the springhead (8Mr59), at the prehistoric 
proboscidean kill site in the Silver River (8Mr130), at the nearby deeply buried and stratified site 
south of the Silver River (8Mr92), as well as isolated diagnostic Paleo-Indian points at other sites 
near the springs provides further support for the Oasis Hypothesis (Dunbar 2006:405). 
 Paleo-Indian diagnostic artifacts include large lanceolate spear points, often with fluting and 
sometimes with basal ears, basal grinding, waisting or beveling. Clovis, Suwannee, and the rarer 
Simpson points are diagnostic of the Paleo-Indian period, but are not found at the same sites and 
the precise chronology is still a topic of debate (Dunbar 2006:408-410). In addition to these types, 
another likely Paleoindian point, Page-Ladson, has been identified and named after its type site in 
Jefferson County (north Florida; Dunbar 2006:421). Carved ivory foreshafts for hafting these points 
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are also considered diagnostic (Dunbar 2006:410-411, 422-423; Dunbar and Waller 1983; Milanich 
1994:49). Large, steeply-flaked, unifacial tools which probably had multiple functions, such as adzes, 
scrapers, and spokeshaves, have been found in Paleo-Indian toolkits (Milanich 1994:48-53). Blade-
like, side-notched flakes with unifacial retouch and evidence of hafting have become known as 
Waller knives and date to the Paleo-Indian period (Milanich 1994:51; Waller 1971). Paleo-Indian 
bone and ivory tools like the pins found at sites such as Guest Mammoth site (Mr130), as well as 
artifacts made from wood or other substances with poor preservation are lesser known but would 
have been part of Paleo-Indian material culture (Hart 1974; Milanich 1994: 51-52). 
Archaic 
Early Archaic 
 Toward the close of the Paleo-Indian era and beginning of the Early Archaic, smaller 
projectile points began to replace the larger lanceolate Suwannee, Simpson, and Clovis points. 
Likewise, mammoths, mastodons, and other megafauna probably hunted with these points went 
extinct and gave way to smaller mammals. Point types such as Tallahassee, Santa Fe, Beaver Lake, 
and Dalton remained lanceolate shaped, albeit smaller than their precursors (Milanich 1994:53-59). 
Paleo-Indian points seem to have phased out completely by 7500 B.C. and early Archaic 
people began making stemmed points like Kirk, Wacissa, Hamilton, and Arredondo types, and 
possibly Florida Spike, Thonotosassa, Hardee Beveled, and Savannah River, Florida Morrow 
Mountain, and Sumter. The cultural change coincided with the transition from the arid Pleistocene 
to the warmer and wetter Holocene around 8000 B.C. Early Archaic components are often found at 
the same locations as Paleo-Indian sites, such as at the Paradise Park site (8Mr92) near Silver 
Springs, but they also began to spread to new areas (Milanich 1994:63-66). Water remains an 
important factor in site selection, but an increase in surface water availability would have provided 
more choices for settlement locations with the resources to support large populations for longer 
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durations. Water may have also been important in burial rituals, as suggested by the underwater 
cemetery at Windover Pond in Brevard County on the Atlantic coast (Milanich 1994:67-75). 
Basally-ground and side-notched Bolen points are clear diagnostics of the Early Archaic. 
Bolen Plain points were converted to Bolen Beveled points with serrated edges through continual 
resharpening by pressure flaking, allowing them to be useful for an extended amount of time (Carter 
and Dunbar 2006:494, 503-504, 511). These types of points were not recovered during the current 
survey, but Summers informed me that he has found Bolen points at several areas within the park, 
and they have been documented at the Sharps Ferry Office site (8Mr2402). 
Some sites have yielded microlithic assemblages as well (Milanich 1994:53-59). Ovoid-shaped 
groundstone club-like artifacts that could be bola stones were found at the Silver Springs (8Mr59) 
sites (Milanich 1994:51; Neill 1971:63-66). Neill attributed these groundstone artifacts to the Paleo-
Indian period, but Carter and Dunbar (2006:505-507) found similar artifacts (they called them 
dimple stones) in the Early Archaic context at the Page-Ladson site. In a rare case, a bone barb was 
recovered from the Oklawaha River, and other bone, wood, and antler tools were probably common 
(Milanich 1994:67). At the Page-Ladson site, direct evidence of woodworking was found, in concert 
with Dalton-like adzes and other formalized implements for woodworking (Carter and Dunbar 
2006:499-502, 510-511). 
 Many of their stone tools were large, heavy, and crudely made, but Early Archaic people 
produced a greater variety of stone tools than their predecessors, suggesting possible new types of 
industry (Milanich 1994:66-67). Carter and Dunbar (2006:511) compared Paleoindian with Early 
Archaic technology, saying, “These represent distinctly different strategies, one that is a more 
generalized, multipurpose Paleoindian approach and the other a more formalized, subsequent Early 
Archaic development.”  
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Middle Archaic 
 Around 5000 B.C., the environment in Florida became drier again, but not as severely as 
during the Pleistocene, and then a wetter climate gradually returned (Milanich 1994:75). During this 
time, Middle Archaic populations continued to spread out, and some of the first shell middens 
(some containing burials) appeared on the banks of the St. Johns River (Milanich 1994:76). Projectile 
points with broad blades and stems are diagnostic of the Middle Archaic period, especially Newnan 
points but also Putnam, Levy, Marion, and Alachua (Milanich 1994:76-77). Use of silicified coral for 
stone tools and thermal alteration techniques became more common during this period (Milanich 
1994:76). With a larger proliferation of sites, differences between small camps or specialized use 
areas, larger base camps with higher density and diversity of tools and other artifacts, and quarry 
sites become identifiable (Milanich 1994:77-79). Both unifacial and bifacial tools appear to be more 
specialized to specific tasks (Milanich 1994:79). At the Newnan type site close to Payne’s Prairie 
were found not only very large numbers of this diagnostic point, but also an especially large quantity 
of blades (Milanich 1994:79-80). 
Late Archaic 
 As the environmental conditions began to approximate modern ones starting around 3000 
B.C., populations continued to grow and expand into more environments, including the St. Johns 
River basin (Milanich 1994:85). Easily exploitable snails and mussels contributed to diets, as 
evidenced by the composition of shell middens along the St. Johns and Oklawaha rivers (Goggin 
1952:43; Milanich 1994:91). Late Archaic populations were the first to make pottery in Florida 
around 2000 B.C. Orange pottery was fiber-tempered and produced in both plain and decorated 
forms, the latter of which included incised lines and punctations (Goggin 1952:44; Milanich 1994:86-
87).  Orange pottery has been found at many sites within the park, and the St. Johns and Oklawaha 
area river valleys are known to have been heavily used (Milanich 1994:89). Shell picks and hammers 
38 
 
and bone pins, awls, and points have been found. Impressions on Orange pottery left evidence of 
fabric and basketry technology (Goggin 1952:45-46; Milanich 1994:92-95).  
Woodland 
 Beginning in the Woodland period, around 500 B.C., greater regionalization is observable in 
prehistoric Florida societies. Different pastes, surface treatments, vessel shapes, and tempering 
agents in pottery are archaeologists’ best evidence of this regional differentiation. Goggin (1947:114, 
124) divided Florida into regional cultures, but boundaries were ill-defined. In a later publication, 
Goggin (1952:15-19) specifically placed Silver Springs within Subarea IV of the St. Johns culture 
area: the Oklawaha River drainage, river bottom swamps, hammocks, and scrub pine forests “dotted 
with unique crystal-clear springs and lakes.” Silver Springs remains in the St. Johns area in the model 
later refined by Milanich (1994). Sites in each of these broadly defined cultural areas contained 
examples of pottery typical of other areas in their assemblages, but there was usually a dominant 
local ware. It is convenient, as a shorthand and convention, to discuss archaeological cultures of 
regions of Florida to present a general idea of the material culture and lifeways of groups of people. 
However, John Worth’s (2012:150-151) discussion of Suwannee Valley culture probably applies to 
most of the Woodland and late prehistoric cultures of Florida in that each is less a “neatly bounded 
political or ethnic or even linguistic unit,” but are rather comprised of people “whose lives were 
intertwined on a daily basis,” leading to commonalities in style and ways of life. 
Deptford 
 
 Silver Springs is near the easternmost extent of Early Woodland Deptford-related sites, and 
some Deptford style pottery has been found at sites in the park (Milanich 1994:113-114). Deptford 
potters used the coil method for their sand- or grit-tempered pottery and used paddles to smooth 
the coils and apply a surface treatment, often a check-stamped pattern (Milanich 1994:113, 129). 
Stone tools were relatively rare, but bannerstones and medium-sized projectile points have been 
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recovered (Milanich 1994:126-127). Evidence of shell tools, bone tools, and cord-making has been 
found and wooden artifacts were probably ubiquitous (Milanich 1994:126-127). 
Deptford people tended to prefer living in oak-magnolia hammock environments, where 
nuts, fruits, and game were available (Milanich 1994:113-119). Later, Deptford people established 
some villages in the interior of north-central Florida and some created ceremonial centers with 
mounds (Milanich 1994:135). The Sunday Bluff and Colby sites in Marion County are cited as inland 
Deptford settlements north of Silver Springs (Milanich 1994:120-121). The Colby site is a freshwater 
shell midden adjacent to the Oklawaha River backswamp only about 1.6 km (0.5 mi.) north of the 
Silver Springs park boundary (Cumbaa and Gouchnour 1970:43). It had a Late Archaic Orange 
component, early St. Johns styles, Pasco sherds, and some Deptford, as well as a late prehistoric 
occupation (Cumbaa and Gouchnour 1970:43-46). However, many of the sherds that Cumbaa and 
Gauchnour attributed to the Deptford culture were sand-tempered plain sherds that are made 
throughout the Woodland and late prehistoric periods. This, combined with the fact that they occur 
in the same context as late prehistoric St. Johns Check-Stamped and Alachua Cob-Marked suggests 
that the Deptford affiliation here may be overstated. A large amount of stone tools were also found 
at this site, suggesting it had been occupied at least intermittently from the Middle Archaic through 
late prehistoric (Cumbaa and Gauchnour 1970). The Sunday Bluff midden had a potential wall 
trench that could indicate a more substantial round house built with a series of posts, maybe with a 
central hearth as was common in Deptford houses (Milanich 1994:124-125). 
St. Johns I 
 The St. Johns cultural area covered the river valley of the same name, and extended into the 
land surrounding its largest tributary, the Oklawaha, as well as the northern Atlantic Coast of Florida 
(Milanich 1994:243). Silver Springs is located in the western periphery of this area, but the typical St. 
Johns sponge spiculate tempered pottery is very common at sites in the park. St. Johns I (c. 500 B.C. 
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to A.D. 750) is characterized by mostly plain varieties of the chalky ware, but also styles decorated 
with incising (St. Johns Incised, Oklawaha Incised) or red painting (Dunn’s Creek Red); frequencies 
of decorated varieties decreased through time (Goggin 1952:48-49, 102; Milanich 1994:246-247, 
257). Goggin (1952) divided St. Johns I into Ia early, Ia late, and Ib subperiods, largely based on 
seriation of ceramic type frequencies. 
 Some shell middens and mounds were constructed during the Archaic, but mound building, 
especially of low sand burial mounds expanded after the transition to St. Johns I. Evidence suggests 
that charnel house processing of deceased bodies preceded secondary interment in mounds, 
sometimes with hematite (Goggin 1952:48). By about A.D. 100, exotic materials, some suggestive of 
Hopewell or wider Middle Woodland interaction, were included in burial mounds which had also 
increased in size. Increased population, long-distance trade, and ceremonialism have been suggested 
as reasons (Goggin 1952:48-50). Later, early Weeden Island style items were more frequently found 
in mounds, followed by copies of these styles on pottery made with local pastes (Milanich 1994:260-
262). Shell middens and mounds on the coast as well as on riverbanks increased in numbers as well. 
Villages became more numerous as population continued to grow (Milanich 1994:256-257). Despite 
these changes in material culture, the fishing, hunting, and gathering subsistence economy of eastern 
Floridians did not seem to change much from that of their Archaic ancestors (Milanich 1994:254-
256).  
Cades Pond 
 Early Weeden Island ceramics, particularly their distinctive incised, punctated, stamped, or 
effigy mortuary varieties, were commonly found in many related cultures in west and northwest 
Florida during the Woodland period (Milanich 1994:155-241). The Cades Pond regional 
manifestation of early Weeden Island/Middle Woodland is north of Silver Springs near Payne’s 
Prairie, but is the closest Weeden Island-related neighbor (Milanich 1994:27-241). Cades Pond sites 
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had mostly plain pottery, but also some St. Johns and Weeden Island forms (Milanich 1994:228). 
Site locations are strongly associated with wetland forest environments, where they fished, hunted, 
and gathered nuts and other wild foods (Hemmings 1978:144; Milanich 1994:230-232). Cades Pond 
sites tended to occur in village and mound clusters that were occupied year-round (Hemmings 
1978:145-148; Milanich 1994:235-241).  
Weeden Island on the Peninsular Gulf Coast 
 To the west of Silver Springs lies another Weeden Island affiliate that must be mentioned 
because its characteristic pottery style is sometimes found within the park. Most of the larger sites 
that have been identified are distant from the springs, located on or near the Gulf itself, but sites 
have also been found near the Cove of the Withlacoochee, about 50 km southwest of Silver Springs 
(Milanich 1994:208-214). Ecology in this region varied significantly, leading to diverse subsistence 
strategies; the sites nearest to Silver Springs would probably have focused on riverine resources 
(Milanich 1994:208-215). In addition to sand-tempered wares, Pasco styles of pottery, tempered with 
limestone or Fuller’s Earth and sometimes containing grog temper are typical of this region 
(Mitchem 1986:68-71). It is not unusual for Pasco pottery sherds to have holes in their paste since 
limestone can leach out when exposed and leave openings (Mitchem 1986:70). 
Late Prehistoric 
 
St. Johns II 
 In many ways, St. Johns area cultures maintained similar lifestyles through the St. Johns II 
period, which lasted from approximately A.D. 750 until European Contact (Goggin 1952:53; 
Milanich 1994:263). Fishing, shellfish collection, hunting, and gathering persisted, and small effigies 
suggest importance of gourds, squashes, and acorns (Ashley 2012:103-104; Milanich 1994:264-265). 
Populations had increased more or less steadily, leading to a further proliferation of sites or site 
components dating to St. Johns II (Milanich 1994:263). The appearance of St. Johns Check-Stamped 
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pottery in artifact assemblages signals the beginning of the St. Johns II period, which Goggin 
(1952:53-55) divided into IIa, IIb, and IIc (protohistoric). Pinellas points indicate the use of bow-
and-arrow technology (Milanich 1994:265-266). Non-local pottery from Weeden Island, Alachua, 
and Safety Harbor have all been recovered from St. Johns II sites, although these were relatively rare 
(Goggin 1952:53-57; Milanich 1994:268-269). 
Starting in St. Johns IIb, Mississippian influence and evidence of Southeastern Ceremonial 
Cult symbolism has been recovered from several large mound centers in northeastern Florida, such 
as Mount Royal and the Grant and Shields Mounds (Ashley 2012; Milanich 1994:269-272). The St. 
Johns II people clearly had a role in the larger Mississippian sphere of interaction, and some models 
suggest the presence of an elite-controlled prestige goods economy for the region, focused on exotic 
items. Worth (1998:20-21) suggested that they may have been similar to true Mississippian 
chiefdoms. Alternatively, Ashley (2012) argued that high levels of social difference are not supported 
by the archaeological record, and that exotic items seem mainly confined to mortuary contexts and 
may have had a role in maintaining the larger community rather than elevating the roles of individual 
elites (Ashley 2012). The nature of interaction between people living in the St. Johns area and the 
aboriginal Floridians to the west is not entirely clear. By the St. Johns IIc period, European goods 
were starting to appear in St. Johns II-style burial mounds (Goggin 1952:58). 
Alachua 
 The southern tip of the north-central Florida late prehistoric Alachua culture area extends to 
the Silver Springs area, and diagnostic cob-marked pottery has been recovered at numerous sites 
within the park (Milanich 1994:311). Alachua sites are found within karstic regions, and soils with 
tendencies to accumulate standing water also have the potential to drain quickly in the event of 
solution sinkhole formation, which could have altered the available or preferred locations for 
settlements (Rolland 2012:128-130). In many respects, the Alachua people continued a Late 
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Woodland lifestyle; they had contact with their Florida neighbors (a fairly large percentage of pottery 
at eastern Alachua sites has St. Johns paste) but lacked exotics and did not seem to participate in 
Mississippian networks (Rolland 2012:126-127, 147). The Alachua culture, however, differs from the 
previous local Woodland Cades Pond culture in stark ways, leading some to argue that they must 
have migrated from elsewhere (Milanich 1994:335).  
The Alachua cultural period tends to be divided into the earlier Hickory Pond and later 
Alachua phases, mostly based on ratios of cob-marked to cord-marked pottery (Worth 1998:26). 
Prairie Cord and Fabric Marked, Lochloosa Punctated, and Punctated-over-Cord-Marked dominated 
during Hickory Pond. Cord marking was a novel surface treatment in Florida, so it is possible that 
people from the Ocmulgee area of Georgia migrated to the south and brought cord-marking with 
them (Milanich 1994:335-336). However, the chronology has not yet been reconciled and 
development of cord-marking in the region is a possible scenario (Rolland 2012:137-139). Lochloosa 
Punctated continued to be produced, with the addition of Alachua Cob Marked, and minority 
Alachua Plaited or Twined Impressed and Alachua Net Marked wares in the Alachua phase (Rolland 
2012:130-132). In some cases, multiple surface treatments were applied over one another, obscuring 
them (Rolland 2012:132). Maize agriculture was part of the Alachua subsistence economy, but 
probably was not widespread until the A.D. 1400s (Rolland 2012:127). 
Maize agriculture could be a reason for the location of Alachua sites, which tend to be in 
upland areas with fertile soils, as opposed to the wetland-associated Cades Pond site locations 
(Milanich 1994:334-335). However, there is some possibility that environmental changes in lower 
areas caused the Alachua people to move into the upland ridge environments they are known to 
have inhabited (Rolland 2012:139). Alachua hunters seem to have avoided shellfish, did not heavily 
depend upon fish, and focused on fewer types of game, seemingly emphasizing deer and turtle 
(Milanich 1994:338-339; Rolland 2012:139-140). They hunted with arrows tipped with small 
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triangular Pinellas, Tampa, and Ichetucknee points, and had an assemblage of other stone tools for 
chopping, cutting, and grinding that “exhibit a certain expedient and unfinished quality” (Rolland 
2012:140). 
It is possible that site locations could have been chosen for access to these lithic resources, 
or for the hematite commonly found in limestone. Hematitic pebbles and sandstone are very 
commonly found within shovel tests at Silver Springs. Alachua groups used hematite in their mound 
burial rituals, and burning seems to have been an important element as well. Burials were generally 
interred on the east side of the mound, and the structures were expanded in width rather than height 
with the addition of bodies. Special sacred pottery types or exotic grave goods were eschewed by the 
Alachua, and mounds do not seem to be part of a village complex (Rolland 2012:140-145, 147-148). 
Suwannee Valley 
 North of the Alachua lived a closely associated group, the Suwannee Valley people. Silver 
Springs is well outside of the Suwannee Valley region, but the Trifoliate Orange Ridge site 
(8Mr3906) identified during the survey had a partial vessel of a minority early Suwannee Valley 
ceramic type, Trestle Point Shell-Impressed (Worth 2012:159-160). Typical pottery types are largely 
similar to those in the Alachua area: Alachua Cob Marked, Alachua Plain, Lochloosa Punctated, 
Prairie Cord-Marked (Milanich 1994:352-353; Worth 2012:158). However, another major 
component in Suwannee Valley assemblages is Fig Springs Roughened, which was probably 
decorated using scallop shells or stick bundles (Worth 2012:158). Fig Springs Roughened was named 
for the mission site in Columbia County where a portion of the aboriginal village area had a single-
component Suwannee Valley assemblage (Weisman 1992:127). As with Alachua ceramics, multiple 
surface treatments are commonly applied over one another (Worth 2012:161-162). St. Johns, Pasco, 
and Fort Walton sherds appear as well, but like Alachua, Suwannee Valley does not appear to have 
much Mississippian influence (Worth 2012:148, 159). Suwannee Valley ceramic forms are mostly 
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limited to unadorned jars and bowls; the partial Trestle Point Shell-Impressed vessel found in the 
current survey (see discussion of 8Mr3906) appears to have had a jar form (Worth 2012:162-163). 
Trestle Point Shell Impressed, other minority wares, Fig Springs Roughened, and Prairie Cord 
Marked appear to become less popular over time, while Alachua Cob-Marked and possibly 
Lochloosa Punctated increase in frequency, maybe due to the introduction or increased intensity of 
maize agriculture (Worth 2012:158, 164-165). 
Both indirect (pottery decoration) and direct (charred corn kernels) evidence of maize 
agriculture has been found in the area (Worth 2012:168-169). However, faunal assemblages suggest 
that hunting and fishing were still important subsistence activities, as was gathering nuts and other 
wild foods (Worth 2012:167-169). Stone tool assemblages also approximated those of the Alachua 
culture, and were geared toward bow-and-arrow hunting with small Pinellas, Ichetucknee, and 
Tampa points (Milanich 1994:353). While the Suwannee Valley area as it is currently known does not 
outwardly suggest chiefly levels of sociopolitical organization such as signs of differential status or 
specialization, their descendants, the Timucua were organized into chiefdoms; this begs the question 
about archaeological visibility of organizational systems (Worth 2012:169-171). 
Safety Harbor 
 Like their predecessors, Safety Harbor people on the peninsular Gulf coast southwest of 
Silver Springs continued to favor Pasco limestone-tempered pottery, so these sherds found at the 
park could also date to the late prehistoric (Milanich 1994:392; Mitchem 2012:176). Gathering, 
fishing, and hunting using the ubiquitous Pinellas points were practiced in this region (Milanich 
1994:392-394; Mitchem 2012:181). Mitchem (2012:181) noted that the lack of alluvium from spring-
fed rivers and blackwater streams in the area made maize agriculture an impossibility there. Charnel 
house preparation, mound construction and burial, and inclusion of exotic items and decorated 
mortuary pottery are characteristic of Safety Harbor both on the coast and inland, even persisting 
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into proto-historic times (Milanich 1994:400-412). Unlike Alachua and Suwannee Valley peoples, 
they were participants in Mississippian trade and interaction networks, probably supplying marine 
conch and whelk shell and receiving exotic items in return (Milanich 1994:404-412; Mitchem 
2012:181-184). 
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V. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
Protohistoric: The Timucua 
 At European contact, the Timucua were occupying a large area in what is now south 
Georgia and north and central Florida. Their territory extended south close the current Marion and 
Lake county border, placing Silver Springs toward its southern boundary (Hann 1996:1-3). All these 
areas were known for their agricultural fertility, but despite having maize agriculture, the Timucua 
lacked many Mississippian characteristics and were probably organized as small-scale chiefdoms 
(Hann 1996:12-13; Worth 1998:13-18). Silver Springs may have fallen within the Ocale district, from 
the Ocala National Forest west to the Withlacoochee River. The Acuera district was adjacent, 
between the Oklawaha and St. Johns Rivers near Lake Weir, and the Potano district farther north 
close to modern day Gainesville in Alachua and northern Marion Counties (Hann 1996:10-13; 
Milanich 1995:82). 
 According to Worth (1998:2), “the distribution of late prehistoric regional cultures in the 
sixteenth century corresponds quite well with the contemporary social geography of northern 
interior Florida as interpreted from early European written accounts, suggesting that in most cases 
these archaeologically defined cultures can be directly associated with one or more of the named 
Timucuan chiefdoms of the early colonial era.” The Acuera probably correspond archaeologically 
with the St Johns II cultural area while the Potano fall within the Alachua area and the Ocale may be 
associated with the Safety Harbor culture (Hann 1996:13-14; Milanich 1995:93). Silver Springs falls 
near the suggested borders of all these groups, so it is possible that any one of them, or possibly 
more than one, or various amalgamations of more than one, lived there or benefitted from its 
resources. 
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Spanish 
Hernando de Soto 
 It is possible that the first Europeans at Silver Springs were the Spanish. The various 
chroniclers of Hernando de Soto’s expedition wrote about his company’s encounters with the 
Native Americans in the settlement of Ocali (also called Ocale or Etocale), which was probably in 
the vicinity of its namesake, the city of Ocala. Carita Corse, director of the Florida Writers’ Project, 
wrote Shrine of the Water Gods, A Historical Account of Silver Springs, Florida in 1935, a booklet that was 
distributed widely and sold at the Silver Springs gift shop (Corse 1935; Hollis 2006:6). In her history, 
she suggested that Hernando de Soto and his army must have seen Silver Springs, but that nature 
did not interest or impress them (Corse 1935:6). Ott and Chazal (1966:8) disagreed, arguing, “with 
numerous other details recounted, the lack of any mention would indicate that the army did not see 
it but passed to the west of Silver Springs.” Since it is the largest limestone spring formation in the 
world (Martin 1966:15), it seems highly unlikely that the Spanish encountered it but not one of them 
had even given it a passing mention in his account. 
According to Hann (1996:29), Ocale was probably in southwest Marion County but has not 
been identified archaeologically. Hann also noted discrepancies in the chronicle by Garcilaso de la 
Vega as compared with other chroniclers. Also, peculiarities regarding geography suggest that the 
Garcilaso account is unreliable (Hann 1996:32). He cautioned readers that the Garcilaso de la Vega 
account was frequently “cited uncritically as authoritative” by earlier historians, which probably 
partially explains Corse’s booklet (Hann 1996:32). 
 De Soto and his army had hoped that Ocale could provide enough food to sustain them, but 
their resources were insufficient for a Spanish winter camp. A contingent of his followers remained 
at Ocale and raided surrounding settlements, including Acuera villages, while others pressed on in an 
advance party (Milanich 1995:130-131; Worth 1998:21). During these raids, Spanish soldiers could 
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have been near Silver Springs. Eventually the entire army advanced to the north, although the exact 
route is unclear. Both of the possible routes north, either to the west or east of Payne’s Prairie, seem 
to be located too far west to pass close to Silver Springs.  
Missions 
The Timucuans close to Silver Springs were initially unfriendly to the Spanish, but in 1597, 
chiefs from Potano, Acuera, Ocale (Eloquale), and Tucuru began to acquiesce to Spanish rule, both 
providing labor and engaging them in trade (Hann 1996:147-163; Worth 1998:50-56). This involved 
“rendering of obedience,” which included gift exchange, conversion of leaders to Catholicism, and 
then founding missions to convert the population. The various Timucuan chiefdoms likely saw the 
process as a way to increase their political power by gaining a formidable ally and access to Spanish 
goods (Worth 1998:36-43). They were by no means an allied force, but were often at war with one 
another and each wanted the Europeans to assist their polity in battle against others. 
The San Francisco de Potano mission was the first mission founded in the Central Florida 
region, probably close to Orange Lake, in 1606 (Hann 1996:165-166,300-302). Missions at Avino, 
Tucuru, Utiaca, and Eloquale were probably situated along the Oklawaha River and may have been 
part of their own chiefdom or possibly loosely affiliated under or with Acuera as well (Worth 
1998:65-66). San Luis de Eloquale was opened in the Ocale province between 1616 and 1630, and 
appears to have been close to the Santa Lucia de Acuera mission (Hann 1996:185-191; Milanich 
1995:176; Worth 1998:69-75). San Luis de Eloquale may have been established on the Oklawaha 
near the relocated city of Ocale, maybe north of the Silver River (according to a map in Worth 
1998:70), with Santa Lucia on the Oklawaha south of the park (Worth 1998:65-71). 
Missions tended to be founded at administrative centers of caciques (Timucuan chiefs) first, 
and then additional ones were often established in the area under the cacique’s control (Worth 
1998:43). The fact that a mission was not established at Silver Springs suggests that it was not a 
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regional political center during the first half of the 17th century. Whether or not a mission was 
actually operating in the vicinity of Silver Springs, anyone living there would have had some contact 
with missionized Indians. They may also have been involved with some of the Spanish-run cattle 
ranches in Central Florida (Milanich 1995:211). All of them would have been affected by the 
upheaval in the region and the population loss from waves of epidemic disease during the 1600s 
(Hann 1996:231; Milanich 1995:213-220).  
English and Creek raiders under Moore’s command destroyed the Spanish missions and 
killed large numbers of the indigenous mission inhabitants (Mahon 1967:3; Milanich 1995:224-227). 
San Francisco de Potano, the first Central Florida mission, was also the last abandoned in 1706 as 
the British and their Indian allies made their way into Central Florida (Hann 1996:300-302). This 
loss of population created a vacuum to be filled by native Florida Indians’ former aggressors, the 
Yamassee, Apalachee, and Lower Creeks, some of whom were seeking refuge after the Yamassee 
War against their former English allies (Hann 1996:306; Milanich 1995:228-229; Weisman 1999:13-
14). Many entered Florida at the invitation of the Spanish who wanted to replenish the native 
population who might help protect their territory (Mahon 1967:3; Milanich 1995:229). 
United States Expansion and Seminole Wars 
The United States’ interest in Florida stemmed partly from the expansionist belief in 
Manifest Destiny (Mahon 1967:19; Weisman 1999:43). However, it was also largely spurred by 
problems with slaves escaping from American plantations and receiving asylum in Spanish Florida 
either with the Spanish themselves or with the Indians, descendants of the Creeks and various other 
native groups who immigrated to Florida and became known as the Seminoles (Mahon 1967:19-20, 
41, 59-60; Weisman 1999:43-44). The First Seminole War between the US and the Seminoles proved 
the weakness of Spain’s defense of Florida and led to the Adams-Onis Treaty ceding Florida to the 
United States in 1821 (Knetsch 2003:40; Weisman 1999:44). 
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For the most part, the Silver Springs and Ocala area was ignored by white settlers until 
Florida became United States Territory. The Treaty of Moultrie Creek, signed in 1823 by the United 
States and the Seminoles, designated a reservation within Central and South Florida as Indian 
Territory and outlined the federal government’s obligations, including provisions to be supplied 
(Mahon 1967:43-49; Martin 1966:63-64; Weisman 1999:45-47). In 1822, Gad Humphries became the 
Indian Agent for the nearly 9,000 Seminoles in Florida. He chose the vicinity of Silver Springs to 
build his agency in 1825 (Berson 2011:86; Mahon 1967:63-64; Martin 1966:63-64). Elevation, fertile 
land, and proximity to the Oklawaha River for navigation and to Silver Springs for a supply depot 
were factors in his decision. The proximity to several trading paths and Indian villages made it 
geographically situated for ease of communication between European-Americans and Native 
Americans (Berson 2011:86; Knetsch 2003:52-53; Ott and Chazal 1966:19). Humphreys hired 
Joshua Coffee to survey the area, and the resultant map (Figure 12) was the first to show the springs 
with the name Agent Humphries gave it, Silver Springs (Ott and Chazal 1966:19; Knetsch 2003:52). 
Though he was not granted the full funding that he requested from his superiors, Humphreys and 
his Indian helpers constructed the hewn-log agency building that year. 
Fort King 
Colonel Duncan Clinch directed the construction of Camp King between the Indian Agency 
and Silver Springs, about 600 yards (550 m) from the Agency (Figure 13; Berson 2011:87; Knetsch 
2003:53; Mahon 1967:64; Ott and Chazal 1966:24). James Glassell led the troops to the location 
where they would build Fort King in 1827, and an early sketch map called Silver Springs “Glassell’s 
Spring” (Knetsch 2003:63; Ott and Chazal 1966:23). Glassell was also tasked with clearing debris 
from the Silver and Oklawaha Rivers so that supplies could be transported to the fort and Indian 
agency, but this was likely not accomplished quickly (Berson 2011:87-88; Ott and Chazal 1966:23-
24). Knetsch (2003:52-53) said, “with little effort, both the spring run and the river were cleared of 
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debris and made suitable for large boat traffic,” but Berson (2011) cited a series of letters from 
Humphreys, Clinch, Newcomb, and Glassell about clearing the waterways, indicating that it still had 
not been accomplished by March 1828. Instead, supplies were being transported over land. Fort 
King was built as a fairly substantial compound, but the US government had not intended it to be a 
permanent military installation. As with the Indian agency, they balked at issuing funds for its 
construction, writing to Glassell “labor already bestowed is now to be regretted” (Ott and Chazal 
1966:24). Cantonment King was closed in 1829 but reopened in 1832 and would be important in the 
coming violent years (Mahon 1967:67; Ott and Chazal 1966:25). 
 
Figure 12. Portion of 1825 Joshua Coffee map. Trails from the Agency led to other nearby villages (adapted from Knetsch 
2003:52). 
 
Aggression was imminent at this time, as the recently resettled Seminoles in a desperate state, 
the expansionist American government was continuing to exert pressure for emigration to the 
western reservations, and white settlers were antagonizing the Seminoles. The Indian agent, Gad 
Humphreys, was struggling to obtain sufficient supplies for his charges to meet the stipulations of 
the government’s treaty with the Seminoles, and the Indians were starving as a result (Knetsch 
2003:53-54; Mahon 1967:59, 61, 73-74). Furthermore, white settlers from the north were raiding the 
Seminoles for their cattle, horses, and slaves and in turn, the Seminoles were raiding white 
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settlements (Knetsch 2003:56-58). Humphreys’ superiors were unsatisfied with his progress in 
getting Seminoles to emigrate, as well as his handling of the Black Seminoles, who were not offered 
emigration to Oklahoma despite Humphreys’ opinion that their inclusion would be necessary to 
effect the rest of the Seminoles’ cooperation (Knetsch 2003:54). The relationship of the Seminoles 
and the enslaved populations was central to the dispute with the federal government as white slave 
owners accused the Seminoles of harboring fugitives, but also laid claim to enslaved persons that the 
Seminoles considered to be their own (Mahon 1967:59-61, 64, 70-72; 93-94; Weisman 1999:43-47). 
Humphreys was fired from his position in 1830 for being too sympathetic to the Seminoles and 
other accusations regarding apprehension and return of runaway slaves – this move may have had 
dire consequences (Knetsch 2003:59-60; Mahon 1967:71; Ott and Chazal 1966:23). 
 
Figure 13. Portion of Johnson’s 1836 map, Seat of War in Florida, showing the Agency and Fort King relative to the Silver 
and Oklawaha Rivers. 
 
Payne’s Landing 
Instead of Humphreys, it was Colonel James Gadsden who met with Seminole leaders at 
Payne’s Landing on the Oklawaha River in 1832 (Knetsch 2003:60; Ott and Chazal 1966:25; Mahon 
1967:74-86). From the government’s standpoint, the Treaty of Payne’s Landing was an agreement to 
emigrate west. After Payne’s Landing, Seminole representatives visited the Oklahoma Territory and 
then signed the Treaty of Fort Gibson, supposedly indicating their satisfaction (Knetsch 2003:60; 
Mahon 1967:75-86). However, the Seminoles did not even consider the Treaty of Fort Gibson 
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signatories to have the authority to make such an agreement, and several chiefs claimed that they 
had been coerced into signing both treaties or had not signed them at all (Knetsch 2003:61; Mahon 
1967:75-86). They considered the treaty contingent upon tribal council approval that their new home 
was acceptable. Considering the government’s failure to uphold their end of the Treaty of Moultrie 
Creek, including the payment of annuities, the fact that the Seminoles would have to live with their 
Creek enemies in Oklahoma, and the problem of the vulnerability of the Black Seminoles to be 
captured and sold into slavery to whites, the Seminoles were divided in their decision about 
emigration (Knetsch 2003:61; Mahon 1967:74-86). A former slave named Abraham, who served as 
interpreter for the Seminoles, may have exerted his influence in both treaties. Some evidence 
suggests that he accepted a bribe from the federal government, but he also seems to have been 
actively recruiting slaves on plantations to join the Seminoles (Mahon 1967:76-78, 128). 
 Former Congressman Wiley Thompson was designated the new Indian agent in 1833, 
replacing John Phagan, who was dismissed for defrauding the government out of the unpaid 
Seminole annuities (Knetsch 2003:60-63; Mahon 1967:71-72, 84-85). Thompson began to pressure 
the Seminoles to emigrate, citing the Treaty of Payne’s Landing (Knetsch 2003:65; Mahon 1967:85-
86; Ott and Chazal 1966:26). In response, the Seminoles held a council at their camp at the Silver 
Springs, where young Osceola, though not a chief nor an elder, spoke passionately and convinced 
many of his compatriots to resist emigration (Knetsch 2003:65-66; Mahan 1967:91-92; Ott and 
Chazal 1966:26). An enduring, although unverified, legend tells of a meeting between the Seminoles 
and Thompson, when Osceola famously thrust his knife through the treaty, declaring that this was 
the only mark he would make (Martin 1966:64-66; Ott and Chazal 1966:26-27). Tensions grew 
between Thompson and Osceola; Thompson had Osceola arrested and Osceola and an aggressive 
anti-emigration group of Seminoles killed other Seminoles, like Charley Emathla, who acquiesced to 
emigration. (Knetsch 2003:67-69; Mahon 1967:96-101; Ott and Chazal 1966:27-29). 
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Second Seminole War 
Finally, tensions boiled over in 1835 when Osceola and around 60 others attacked and killed 
Agent Thompson, Lt. Constantine Smith from the Second Artillery, sutler’s store manager Erasmus 
Rogers, and four others, scalping most of them (Knetsch 2003:70-71; Mahon 1967:103-104; Ott and 
Chazal 1966:28). The Seminoles had been planning this attack for more than a year, and it was to 
occur concurrently with one on Major Dade’s forces near the Cove of the Withlacoochee, which 
came to be known as the Dade Massacre. Both incited the Second Seminole War (Knetsch 2003:70-
72; Mahon 1967:104-106; Martin 1966:64). 
 While Fort King was considered the Seat of War for the Second Seminole War, most of the 
fighting took place to the south. Fort King was evacuated due to widespread illness, burned by the 
Seminoles in 1836, but then rebuilt the next year (Figure 14; Knetsch 2003:92; Mahon 1967:173; Ott 
and Chazal 1966:34). In 1840, General Walker Keith Armistead named it the headquarters of the 
Army of the South and stationed large numbers of troops at the location (Mahon 1967:276). 
Another fort, Fort Fowle, was located on the east side of the Oklawaha River for defense of the 
bridge at Sharpe’s Ferry; this installation was across the river from what is now the southeastern 
corner of the Silver Springs State Park (Ott and Chazal 1966:34). Historic maps show a military road 
crossing the park, but no fortifications are shown within the park boundaries. Although most of 
them lost their lives or at least their lands in the Second Seminole War, many as the result of 
dishonorable trickery and by breaking their own rules of engagement on the part of the Army, 
Seminole chiefs and war leaders are memorialized in the names of the glass bottom boats at Silver 
Springs and a statue of the formidable Osceola at the headspring (Mahon 1967:214-218; Martin 
1966:66; Ott and Chazal 1966:35-38). 
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Figure 14: Sketch by John Sprague depicting the rebuilt 1837 version of Ft. King (Fort King Heritage Association 2016). 
 
Armed Occupation Act and Early Settlement 
 The year 1842 saw the official end of the Second Seminole War and the passage of the 
Armed Occupation Act, which opened the area to white homesteaders, granting land to any adult 
male 18 years or older who could bear arms, occupy, and improve the land for five years (5 U.S. 
Statutes 502). A man named F. C. Humphrey filed a claim for the tract of land at the Silver Springs 
headspring in 1842, arguing that he had sufficiently completed the requirements before leaving to 
enlist in the military. However, James Rogers from Baldwin, Georgia, filed for a patent for the same 
land in 1845 under the Preemption Act of 1841 wherein he paid $1.25 per acre as a preemptive 
claim. Rogers won the dispute for the land (Berson 2011:96; Martin 1966:105; Ott and Chazal 
1966:41). Based on a General Land Office Map from 1843 (Figure 15), Wiley Ballard owned the 
northeast quarter of Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 6. James Ballard owned the southeast 
quarter section of Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 17, and Param Moody claimed the northeast 
quarter of that same section (GLO 1844). As Baker notes, grantees did not always stay within their 
property lines, so while Section 17 is not within park boundaries, Moody’s homestead could extend 
into the parkland (Baker 1990:3). 
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Figure 15. Portion of 1844 GLO survey plat map (Accessed through LABINS). 
 
Plantations and the Civil War 
Several planters and farmers established themselves along the Silver River. In 1852, Thomas 
Jefferson Pasteur of Beaufort, N.C., moved his family, fifty slaves, his horses and dogs, and other 
personal belongings to a two-story house on the north bank of the Silver River (at or near the 
location of archaeological site 8Mr1922; Ott and Chazal 1966:63; Mickey Summers, personal 
communication, 2015). Pasteur attempted to grow oranges on this land and grew cotton on another 
piece of land he owned (Ott and Chazal 1966:64). During the Civil War, one of his sons, John 
Pasteur, was locally known for sneaking out of his second story bedroom window to run away and 
join the Confederate forces (Ott and Chazal 1966:84). 
Marshall Plantation and Raid 
On the south side of the Silver River, Colonel Jehu Foster Marshall (1817-1862) of 
Abbeville, S.C., established the Marshall Plantation to grow sugar cane (Ott and Chazal 1966:64). J. 
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Foster Marshall was an attorney, a senator in the South Carolina legislature (1848-1861), and 
plantation owner in Abbeville. He owned the Santuck and Long Cane plantations there, as well as 
two plantations in Marion County: Marshall Plantation near Silver Springs, founded in 1855, and a 
cotton plantation at Wetumpka Hammock near Lowell, Florida. He was married to Elizabeth 
DeBruhl Marshall, with whom he had six children, including future South Carolina Senator and 
Secretary of State, John Quitman Marshall (Allardice 2008:253; Bryan 1999:111; Marshall 1862).  
J. Foster Marshall served as Captain of the Palmetto Regiment during the Mexican War, and 
was second in command of the 1st South Carolina Rifles Regiment (also known as Orr’s Rifles) 
during the Civil War. After the original commander, James Orr, was elected to the Confederate 
Congress, Colonel Marshall took over command at Sullivan’s Island, near Charleston, South 
Carolina. Marshall was killed in August 1862 at the Second Battle of Manassas (Allardice 2008:253; 
Bryan 1999:111; NPS 2015; Ott and Chazal 1966:85). While not many records about Marshall 
Plantation have been located, several very significant correspondences shed light on historical 
events. The poet Thaddeus Oliver was stationed at a Confederate camp close to Silver Springs and 
wrote to his wife about a large sugar plantation, orange groves, and depot – the plantation he 
described may have been Marshall’s (Martin 1966:111; 128-129). 
On March 15, 1862, J. Foster Marshall wrote to the governor of Florida regarding his 
Marion County plantations. The letter (Figure 16) requested that the governor exempt two of 
Marshall’s employees from military conscription so they could continue managing his operations. He 
detailed that 75 hands (slaves) worked at his plantation on Silver Spring Run and that 35 hands 
(slaves) staffed the cotton plantation in Wetumpka Hammock. A married man named Mr. Sleigh (or 
Sliegh; both spellings appear in the letter) was overseer at Marshall Plantation, a single man named 
Mr. O’dell was overseer at Wetumpka Hammock, and an unmarried agent, W. A. Cobb, managed 
both plantations in Marshall’s stead. Marshall requested that the governor exempt Sleigh and Cobb 
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from military duty so that Marshall’s plantations would “not be stripped of white protection 
(Marshall 1862). 
 
Figure 16. Letter from J. Foster Marshall to the governor of Florida (Marshall 1862). 
 
Most accounts of Marshall Plantation, including the state historical marker erected nearby, 
indicate that Elizabeth DeBruhl Marshall was managing the place after her husband’s death, but J.F. 
Marshall’s letter suggests that Cobb and the two overseers were the only white people at his Florida 
properties in 1862 (Ott and Chazal 1966:85). Perhaps if Marshall’s letter did not secure draft 
deferment for Cobb and Sleigh, Mrs. Marshall moved to Florida to direct the plantations’ activities. 
If she did so, she lived there only a short time, because she was buried next to her husband in 
Abbeville’s Trinity Episcopal Churchyard Cemetery after her death in 1868 (South Carolina WPA 
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1982:12). Based on his research, including two trips to Abbeville, Summers does not believe that 
either of the Marshalls ever lived in Marion County. Summers also suggests that sugar-making here 
may have been underway prior to Marshall’s purchase, but that might not have been possible 
without the capital of a very wealthy man like Marshall. 
Marshall Plantation is most significant as the objective of a raid by a regiment of African-
American Union Army soldiers on March 10, 1865, one month before the Confederacy’s surrender 
at Appomattox (Ott and Chazal 1966:85). A letter probably written by Sergeant Henry S. Herman 
described the operation. Sergeant-Major Henry James led the raid, an unusual case of an operation 
commanded by a black officer, who received official commendation (Redkey 1992:56). Thirty men 
took part in the expedition, most of them soldiers from the 3rd U.S.C.T. (United State Colored 
Troops), but with some from the 34th U.S.C.T., seven African-American civilians, and one member 
of the 107th Ohio Volunteer Infantry (Redkey 1992:56).  
The company made their way up the St. Johns River, skirmishing with the enemy along the 
way. Sgt. Herman (1865:57) wrote, 
“He [James] then ordered the boats pulled close into shore under cover of the dense 
swamps, and proceeded with the whole force across the country to the Oclawaha 
[sic] River, to what is known as Marshall’s plantation. Here was one of the objects of 
the expedition reached without serious opposition, and almost in the heart of the 
enemy’s country, and as yet quite unknown to him. Here the expedition captured 
some 25 horses and mules, burnt a sugar mill with 85 barrels of sugar, about 300 
barrels of syrup, a whiskey distillery, with a large amount of whiskey and rice, and 
started on their return, bringing along 95 colored persons, men, women and children, 
re-crossed the Oclawaha [sic] River, burning the bridge.” 
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 The bridge burned by the 3rd U.S.C.T. was located at what is now called Sharpe’s Ferry 
Landing, where the current County Road 314 crosses the Oklawaha River. Ott and Chazal’s 
(1966:85) account of the raid differs somewhat from the Sergeant’s; they tallied 8 containers with 80 
gallons of syrup each (640 total gallons) and 200 hogsheads of sugar. They also stated that one of the 
servants (slaves) escaped and hurried to Ocala for help from Captain Howse and the Ocala Home 
Guard.  
 A smaller contingent of the federal troops went on to a plantation called Hawley, but were 
met with opposition and returned to the rest of the company for their return journey (Redkey 
1992:57). According to Herman (Redkey 1992:57), “Their troubles now commenced in earnest, this 
being the second fight of the day, for having to charge the bridge in going to Marshall’s, and killing 
three rebels had only stirred them up…” The regiment had to skirmish through their return trip, 
pursued first by the Ocala Home Guard and then by John J. Dickison and his cavalry (Dickison 
1890:208-210; Redkey 1992; Ott and Chazal 1966:85). There were casualties on both sides, including 
some of the rescued slaves, as well as loss of a portion of the raided resources. James and his troops 
arrived at St. Augustine with “4 prisoners, 74 liberated slaves, 1 wagon, 6 horses, and 9 mules 
(Redkey 1992:59).” This account again disagrees with the historical marker, which says that 
Dickison’s Company H, 2nd Florida Cavalry reclaimed all property seized during the raid. 
 Dickison’s own account, from a March 20, 1865 letter to Lieutenant Colonel W.K. Beard in 
Tallahassee, said that he heard about the raid from a courier while he was near Silver Springs and 
pursued the Union raiders (Dickison 1890:208). He wrote, 
“On my arrival at Palatka, hearing that the enemy had gone up the river in barges, I 
marched my men all night, and at times at half speed, and reached Fort Peaton, 
distant from St. Augustine about seven miles, where I overtook three negroes. We 
continued in fast speed toward the city, and, within a mile of their picket line, I 
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captured twenty-one more, making twenty-four; also a small wagon and six ponies. 
Three of these ponies have since been claimed by private individuals and delivered. 
The enemy, on hearing we were in pursuit of them, left wagons, mules, and 
provisions at the river, where they had crossed near Fort Gates [Dickison 1890:208-
209].” 
 Herman wrote that the Federal troops initially rescued 95 people from Marshall Plantation, 
but only 74 made it to St. Augustine, which corresponds well with Dickison’s letter indicating that 
he captured 21 after the first three, who may have been unaffiliated with Marshall Plantation. The 
editor of the Dispatch in Quincy, Florida, reported that the enslaved persons and wagons captured by 
Dickison were the property of Mrs. Marshall of Marion County, Colonel Foster Marshall’s widow 
(Dickison 1890:209). She is described as “one of the largest sugar planters in East Florida, and made, 
last year, at least two hundred hogsheads, all of which was destroyed by the raiders, except twenty, 
which they endeavored to carry with them, and pressed her mules and wagons for that purpose” 
(Dickison 1890:210). Interestingly, the only account that makes mention of the whiskey distillery and 
supply at Marshall Plantation is that of the Federal soldier. 
It is unfortunate that no further information about the nature of the sugar mill was included. 
In the 1850s and 1860s, Marion County led Florida in sugar production, taking the place of large and 
industrious sugar plantations in East Florida which were destroyed by Seminole Indians, probably 
under the command of King Phillip, during the 1830s (Cresap 1982:169; Mahon 1967:102, 125; 
Wayne 2010:43). Sugar-making was an expensive enterprise requiring a large investment in 
machinery and sugar works architecture as well as a large labor force, including skilled laborers 
familiar with the steam engine and the sugar-making process (Wayne 2010:13). The sugar works 
included the mill to crush the juice out of the cane, a clarifier to separate out impurities, the train of 
kettles for boiling the juice and its furnace(s) and chimney(s), cooling vats, a purgery where the 
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product would be cured while molasses were allowed to drain out, and usually storage for the final 
product, barrels, and fuel, which after 1850 could have been the bagasse, or vegetal waste from the 
milled cane stalks (Wayne 2010:19-25). By the 1850s, steam powered horizontal mills were much 
more common than animal-powered mills or vertical ones, but Marshall’s operation is not described 
(Wayne 2010:23-25). Although newer technologies using vacuum pans were operated in Louisiana 
and the Caribbean, central Florida plantations generally employed the Jamaica train arrangement, in 
which the cane juice and additives were boiled in a series of five kettles, gradually decreasing in size, 
heated by a furnace with a flue underneath the kettles leading to a chimney (Wayne 2010:26-29, 152). 
Wet lowland soils with either marl or clay foundations were ideal for sugar cane cultivation, and 
sandy soils in particular would yield a less viscous juice that separated more easily into sugar (Wayne 
2010:17). These environmental conditions abound within the floodplains of the Silver and Oklawaha 
Rivers and Marshall Swamp. Cane was usually harvested during the fall, so at the time of the attack 
on the Marshall Plantation, it is likely that the 80 gallons of syrup “being worked” were either still 
draining in the purgery or were molasses that would have either been sold or distilled into rum (Ott 
and Chazal 1966:85; Wayne 2010:19). William Cullen Bryant’s description of Marion County in 1873 
mentions abandoned and rusting sugar machinery (Ott and Chazal 1966:98). Even if the burned 
Marshall Plantation’s ruins could have been rebuilt, sugar making at more than a subsistence level 
may have been unprofitable without slave labor. 
Colonel S.M.G. Gary would use part of the former Marshall Plantation close to the Silver 
River for his experimentations in orange citriculture (Ott and Chazal 1966:104). Using cuttings and 
budwood from the trees of Parson Brown in Sumter County and the wild oranges growing on the 
former Marshall property, his “Gary Orange” became a successful variety of the better known 
Parson Brown Orange (Ott and Chazal 1966:104-105). The remains of the Marshall Plantation are 
discussed further in the site description section (Chapter 8). 
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Road, Rail, and River Transportation and Tourism 
 Vessels carrying merchandise for the newly-incorporated city of Ocala unloaded at Silver 
Springs by 1848, and by 1852 the Palatka-Tampa stagecoach route had a stop at Silver Springs, as 
well as a post office (Martin 1966:106; Ott and Chazal 1966:48-52). Henry Gray, Robert Lewis, Hill 
W. Howse, and others navigated pole barges between Palatka and Silver Springs with the 
merchandise and they brought the local sugar, syrup, cedar and cypress lumber, cotton, and other 
farm produce back out for trade (Berson 2011:114; Martin 1966:106; Ott and Chazal 1966:56-57). 
Hubbard L. Hart acquired the stagecoach line when he moved to Florida in 1854, and he would 
become instrumental in a new mode of travel that brought a first wave of tourism to the springs: the 
steamship (Martin 1966:107-110). 
Hart’s Steamers 
Hart’s first steamship was an exposed-stern paddlewheel ship named the James Burt, which he 
used to clear the Oklawaha and Silver Rivers for travel in 1860 (Martin 1966:109). Soon thereafter, 
Hart had enough business to add a second ship to his line, called the Silver Spring (Martin 1966:109). 
The steamships accommodated both tourist and mercantile cargo, but at the beginning of the Civil 
War, they became supply ships for the Confederacy (Martin 1966:110-111). The steamers continued 
to use the depot at Silver Springs to unload cargo and hid the ships there when necessary (Martin 
1966:111). The Silver Spring survived the war, but was temporarily impounded until Hart was 
exonerated on charges of smuggling (Martin 1966:112-113). 
Also at the close of the Civil War, Silver Springs played a role in the escape of John Cabell 
Breckenridge, Confederate Secretary of War (Martin 1966:112). Captain J.J. Dickison had used Silver 
Springs as a camp intermittently during the war and had hidden a stolen federal rowboat submerged 
at the springs (Martin 1966:112). With this ship and the help of several others including postmaster 
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Hiram T. Mann, who provided boarding, Breckenridge began his escape via Silver Springs (Martin 
1966:112). 
After clearing the Oklawaha River of obstructions built as blockades by federal troops, Hart 
resumed steamboat traffic down the Oklawaha and Silver Rivers (Martin 1966:113). The nighttime 
steamship voyage down the murky waters of the Oklawaha with narrow turns and close encroaching 
forest was part of the thrill for the early visitors to Silver Springs (Martin 1966:119-125). In fact, his 
vessels were specially built to accommodate the narrow passage. Due to the onslaught of 
mosquitoes, many of the passengers chose to sleep next to open fires on the deck instead of below 
deck (Martin 1966:120). Though some conditions were harsh, Hart’s steamers served guests lavish 
spreads of food, and Summers believes that some of the champagne bottles found in the park could 
have been discarded by these tourists (Martin 1966:114; Summers, personal communication, 2015). 
Writers were struck by the contrast between the Oklawaha and the crystal clear Silver River and its 
headsprings (Hollis 2006:8). Harriet Beecher Stowe declined a trip initially out of fear, but at Hart’s 
urging, she later relented and even allowed him to use her narrative of the trip in his advertising 
(Berson 2011:130-132; Martin 1966:130-131; Ott and Chazal 1966:108). 
Tourism boomed in the 1870s and 1880s, and in addition to Stowe, some of the prominent 
travelers to visit Silver Springs were then-president-elect Ulysses S. Grant, First Lady Mary Todd 
Lincoln, General Phil Sheridan, William Cullen Bryant, Sidney Lanier, Constance Fenimore 
Woolson, Thomas Edison, John Le Conte, and archaeologist Daniel Brinton (Martin 1966:112-
113,130-134; Ott and Chazal 1966:109). Another of the tourists on Hart’s Oklawaha Steamers Line 
was travel writer Abbie Brooks, writing under the pseudonym of Sylvia Sunshine. Brooks described 
not only the journey through the jungles down the Oklawaha and Silver Rivers, but also the 
common people called crackers living along the banks who met them at the landings to trade 
(Martin 1966:114-120). Her descriptions give a glimpse into the way of life of the majority of those 
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living near Silver Springs, in contrast with the wealthy travelers who arrived by steamship. Many of 
the crackers collected a plant that they called “vanilla” to trade with the steamships who stopped at 
various landings along their journey to the springs and back (Martin 1966:116). 
Lodging 
Hiram T. Mann was the postmaster at Silver Springs when it was established in 1852 and he 
also provided boarding in his home for travelers (Berson 2011:106; Ott and Chazal 1966). The 
property at the headspring was purchased in the late 1860s by Samuel O. Howse, who built a house 
on it and cultivated a 40 acre grove of oranges (Martin 1966:156). The fruit trees, along with other 
crops were lost in the winter of 1894 and 1895 due to an uncharacteristic freeze (Berson 2011:169; 
Martin 1966:156; Ott and Chazal 1966:154). It is unclear when Samuel’s son Oliver and his wife 
Frances Howse inherited the property near the headsprings, but they managed a boarding house 
there during the 1870s (Berson 2011:138; Ott and Chazal 1966:106). Along with the boarding house, 
there was a landing, a warehouse, a store, a post office, a turpentine distillery, and a tavern nearby 
(Berson 2011:138; Martin 1966:141; Ott and Chazal 1966:106). According to one source, Oliver 
Howse apparently lost his land at the headsprings in a card game to his friend, Daniel Wilson (Ott 
and Chazal 1966:106). However, he must have regained the property, because his family later 
negotiated with J. Brigham Bishop about developing a hotel, spa, and gardens (Berson 2011:161). 
During the 1880s, a 200-room hotel built by Bishop was operating at Silver Springs, but later in the 
decade it was lost to fire, along with the Howse home (Berson 2011:142; Martin 1966:156). Bishop 
himself was arrested a few years later in New York for crimes involving property investment 
(Berson 2011:161-162). The Brown House was built as a smaller replacement hotel, and may have 
been run by brothers with the surname Prosky (Berson 2011:162; Martin 1966:142). 
A narrow-gauge railroad branch line reached Silver Springs in July 1880, replacing a single 
wooden track and then mule-drawn tram built the year before (Berson 2011:140-141). The Florida 
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Central and Peninsula Railroad had a spur that ran along the north side of Silver Springs. The 
narrow gauge Silver Springs and Western was built in 1895 and passed around the north and west 
sides of the spring pool. The lines were owned and/or leased by several lumber companies through 
the first couple of decades of the twentieth century (Wayne and Dickinson 2014:5-9).  
In 1890, former US Secretary of the Treasury James Gilfillan and other investors calling 
themselves the Ocala and Silver Springs Company had grand plans for development at Silver Springs 
involving a larger hotel, casinos, gardens, fountains, a boulevard, and an electric railway from Ocala 
(Ott and Chazal 1966:151-152). Their plan never came to fruition, and the existing Ocala House 
hotel they bought in Ocala was later auctioned to railroad magnate Henry Plant (Berson 2011:162; 
Ott and Chazal 1966:151-152). 
In 1898, the president of the Silver Springs and Western Railroad Company, Herbert 
Anderson, bought the land at the headsprings hoping to undertake a similar projects to boost 
tourism, including adding an electric train to his line leading to Silver Springs, but his plans were 
likewise uncompleted (Berson 2011:162-163). Anderson did run a glass-bottom boat business, giving 
tours over the headsprings (Martin 1966:157). Anderson was not particularly successful in growing 
tourism in the area, but he was instrumental in the establishment of the nearby Ocala National 
Forest (Ott and Chazal 1966:169). 
Glass-Bottom Boats 
There are conflicting narratives about the invention of the glass-bottom boat (Figure 17), 
which by now has become an iconic element at Silver Springs. Hullam Jones is sometimes credited 
with the invention in 1878 for use in finding cypress logs underwater for deadhead logging (Hollis 
2003:9; Martin 1966:153-155). Others believe that a young man named Phillip Morrell invented 
them as an attraction, placing a pane of glass within his rowboat in order to allow tourists a better 
view of the springs (Hollis 2006:9-10; Martin 1966:153; Monroe 2008:18). No solid date for the 
68 
 
invention seems to be available, but they were certainly in use by 1903 when Anderson sued Morrell 
for using his railroad wharves as boat docks for his competing tourism business (Martin 1966:157).  
 
Figure 17. Early twentieth century glass bottom boats with hotel and wharf in the background (photo from floridamemory.com).  
 
C. Ed Carmichael and his Daylight Line 
 
There was also competition in navigating larger vessels along the Silver River, with steamship 
lines vying for the last patrons in an industry dying at the hands of the railroads. H.L. Hart had 
pioneered the Palatka-to-Silver-Springs expedition, but Captain J. Ed Lucas soon started his own 
line of newer, more passenger-friendly steamboats traveling to the springs (Berson 2011:142; Martin 
1966:143). In 1903, Hart and Lewis even held a steamboat race to generate more interest (Berson 
2011:172; Martin 1966:143-145). In addition to the railroads, these captains had another competitor 
in Columbus “Ed” Carmichael, who had purchased the land around the headsprings and launched a 
fleet of boats with internal combustion engines (Berson 2011:172; Hollis 2006:8; Martin 1966:146-
147). Carmichael’s Daylight Line allowed for a single-day trip between Silver Springs and Palatka, 
eliminating the overnight stay that had alternatively frightened or excited earlier passengers on the 
Hart Line (Martin 1966:146-147). Hart’s business limped along amid competition from these and 
other competitors on the Oklawaha until World War I put him out of business for good in 1919 
(Berson 2011:174). 
69 
 
C. Ed Carmichael may have gotten started in shipping, agricultural, and tourism business 
ventures in anticipation of temperance laws that would cut into or eliminate his bar and distillery 
profits (Berson 2011:172-173). He continued to buy much of the land around the springs and along 
the navigable Silver River and had a house on the north bank not far from where Thomas Jefferson 
Pasteur’s house formerly stood (Ott and Chazal 1966:68; Summers, personal communication, 2015).  
Local Economy 
 Tourism was but a minor industry during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries at 
Silver Springs. Even during the early days of Carmichael’s ownership, a sawmill was the main 
business at the headspring (Berson 2011:173). This may have been operated by the E.P. Rentz 
Lumber Company who had “a large sawmill a short distance north of Silver Springs” (Ott and 
Chazal 1966:166). In 1902, a steamship passenger named Alice Brown also decried the loss of many 
of the cypress trees she recalled from a previous visit thirty years before (Berson 2011:170). In 
addition to cypress and pine logging and naval stores, agricultural pursuits comprised the largest 
sector of the local economy, such as orange, watermelon, and vegetable cultivation, dairy and beef 
cattle and hog raising, (Ott and Chazal 1966:165). Cane cultivation continued as well, and the “cane 
grindings” and “syrup boilings” became party events, suggesting that perhaps farmers replaced slave 
labor with cooperative labor (Ott and Chazal 1966:161).  
Cattle 
As in the rest of Florida, the fever tick was a problem for the cattle in the vicinity of Silver 
Springs, and though they destroyed some of the dipping vats, local farmers were forced to cooperate 
and eventually adopted fencing laws under duress (Ott and Chazal 1966:162). The Tracy family were 
ranchers on the south shore of the Silver River. Their farmhouse still stands on the state park 
property, although it has been moved from its original location. At least one cattle dip vat remains in 
the park as well, along with other structures that were probably associated with the tick eradication 
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program. In addition to the domestic swine, “razorback hawgs” (feral hogs descended from those 
which escaped from the sixteenth-century Spanish) ran wild in the forests, and their descendants 
continue to ravage areas within the park, impacting shallow remains of quite a few of the 
archaeological sites in their wake (Ott and Chazal 1966:162). 
Ray and Davidson: Silver Springs’ Entrepreneurs  
In 1924, two local men, W.C. “Carl” Ray and W.M. “Shorty” Davidson, took out a fifty-year 
land lease from Ed Carmichael, believing that they could succeed where others had failed in fulfilling 
Silver Springs’ tourism potential (Berson 2011:185). Both men had been in extended negotiations 
with Carmichael, but after Ray surreptitiously discovered that he was participating in a bidding war, 
he approached Davidson and the two partnered (Hollis 2006:8-9). They reinvested nearly all revenue 
back into the attraction, according to Ray’s son Bill, taking only tobacco and gasoline money out for 
themselves (Hollis 2006:10). An enormous amount of their investment was in an innovative 
nationwide advertising campaign directed at a new market: the “tin-can” tourists traveling in their 
own personal automobiles (Berson 2011:179-186, 204). Ray and Davidson improved the glass-
bottom boats by installing inboard gasoline and later electric motors instead of outboard ones 
(Hollis 2006:10). They added boardwalks, diving platforms, picnic areas, a pavilion, attractive 
landscaping, and parking areas, and hosted movies and other performances (Berson 2011:185). 
Through their efforts and fortuitous changes in the nature of Florida tourism and infrastructure, 
Silver Springs’ attendance leapt from 11,000 to over 500,000 yearly visitors in the ten years after Ray 
and Davidson assumed management (Berson 2011:179-183). 
 For a brief period of time in 1925 through early 1927, the partners granted a sub-lease to a 
New York firm led by Charles K. Fankhauser and his Silver Springs Development Company 
(Berson 2011:191-193; Ott and Chazal 1966:186-188). Fankhauser had grand plans, including a 
hotel, golf courses, an airport, and a sanitarium to be run by an unscrupulous doctor, Eugene 
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Christian, but they failed to sell housing plots or interests in the company and defaulted on their 
payments to Ray and Davidson, undoubtedly resulting in profits for the two men (Berson 2011:191-
195). 
Competition from Porter 
 Ray and Davidson prospered, but not without the threat of competition. Another investor, 
M.R. Porter, was a New Yorker who relocated to Silver Springs after making his fortune in hardware 
and airplane manufacturing (Ott and Chazal 1966:190). Around 1928, he opened Silver Springs 
Paradise, his own attraction half a mile down the Silver River from the springs with gardens, an 
“Indian Lodge,” and glass-bottom boat rides (Berson 2011:195; Ott and Chazal 1966:190; Vickers 
and Wilson-Graham 2015:69-71). Porter differentiated his springs tours from those at the 
headsprings by advertising that all of his boats were captained by “intelligent white men,” as 
opposed to Silver Springs where all the boat captains were African-American (Vickers and Wilson-
Graham 2015:69-71). Ray and Davidson responded to their rival with a lawsuit for exclusive access 
to Silver Springs and the Silver River, which made its way to the U.S. Court of Appeals in 1931, who 
ruled that as a navigable waterway they could not claim sole rights, a decision upheld by the Supreme 
Court (Ott and Chazal 1966:194). According to local expert Mickey Summers (personal 
communication, 2015), this animosity even led to a gunfight on Paradise Road leading to Porter’s 
resort. Porter tired of the fight and sold his land to a Jacksonville-based company who operated the 
park for three years before finally selling out to Ray and Davidson (Berson 2011:196).  
Affiliated Attractions 
 Ray and Davison’s attraction boasted a panoply of unrelated elements to interest tourists. 
Glass-bottom boat rides remained a very popular diversion, but eccentric Captain Colonel Tooey 
also ran a Jungle Cruise farther up the Silver River (Berson 2011:205; Hollis 2006:15-16; Martin 
1966:165). Colonel was his first name, not a military rank, but he apparently used the confusion to 
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his advantage occasionally. Tooey is to credit (or blame) for introducing the rhesus macaques who 
still famously reside at the springs, as he was unaware that they could swim and would escape from 
his monkey island (Hollis 2006:15-16). 
Herpetologist Ross Allen approached Ray and Davidson with a car full of snakes and 
opened Ross Allen’s Florida Reptile Institute at Silver Springs in the early 1930s (Hollis 2006:11; 
Martin 1966:165; Ott and Chazal 1966:). In addition to his reptile exhibits and snake venom-milking 
demonstrations, Allen created a replica Seminole Indian Village, even inviting members of the 
Seminole tribe to live and work at the springs exhibiting and selling their crafts. Some entertained 
visitors by wrestling alligators, although this was not a traditional Seminole activity (Berson 
2011:205; Hollis 2006:11-12; Vickers and Wilson-Graham 2015:32-33). Many of the activities and 
elements at the village (totem poles and moccasins, for example) were not culturally Seminole, but 
rather were designed to conform to white Americans’ idea of an Indian (Vickers and Wilson-
Graham 2015:33). 
Television personality Tommy Bartlett opened his Tommy Bartlett’s Deer Ranch in the early 
1950s. The deer ranch was a petting zoo, but also had “drumming ducks, fortune-telling chickens, 
kissing bunnies, and dancing chickens” in his attractive exhibit illustrated by cartoonist Vincent 
“Val” Valentine (Hollis 2006:22-23). Artist Paul Cunningham set up his Prince of Peace memorial in 
the 1950s, featuring hand-carved depictions of Jesus Christ’s life for the more religious-minded 
tourist (Hollis 2006:25-26). Various small shops opened around the springhead, vying for a share of 
the tourist dollars, and welcomed by Ray and Davidson as another diversion at their attraction 
(Berson 2011:208). By the 1950s, these included a photo shop, wood shop, soda shop, the pottery 
shop of artist Henry Graack, and various other gift shops (Berson 2011:220; Monroe 2008:20). 
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Paradise Park 
 On Emancipation Day in 1949, Ray and Davidson reopened Porter’s former attraction as 
Paradise Park, a segregated African-American resort (Berson 2011:196; Hollis 2006:26-28; Vickers 
and Wilson-Graham 2015:97-98). Although they labored at Silver Springs, African-Americans were 
banned from the rides and attractions. This was especially frustrating for the black glass-bottom boat 
captains who wanted to take their families and friends out to enjoy the ride, but had to sneak them 
on to do so. Pressure from these captains drove the inception of Paradise Park, and Ray and 
Davidson hired one of them, Eddie Vereen, to develop and manage it (Berson 2011:221; Vickers 
and Wilson-Graham 2015:3-9). 
Vereen gave Paradise Park attractive landscaping, benches and picnic tables, a pavilion, a 
white, sandy swimming beach, docks, a bathhouse, parking lots, a gift shop, and a soda fountain 
(Berson 2011:221; Vickers and Wilson-Graham 2015:13). Vereen was a hard worker and a lifelong 
resident of Silver Springs; he cared deeply about providing his community with an unrivaled 
recreational facility. He enlisted family members to help with work, from cleaning to working 
concessions, and his grandson even appeared in an ad for the park (Figure 18). Vereen was also 
Paradise Park’s advertising campaign – he drove around the state with a sign on his car, dropping off 
flyers or parked at the entrance to direct unknowing black visitors away from the headsprings and 
down to Paradise (Vickers and Wilson-Graham 2015:5, 13-26). 
Although whites and black did not ride together, the same fleet of glass-bottom boats served 
Paradise Park from its dock downriver. Ross Allen employed Willie Johnson, James Glover, and J.D. 
Williams to give demonstrations at reptile exhibits similar to those at Silver Springs. Former Silver 
Springs employee Newt Perry trained the Paradise Park lifeguards since they had been banned from 
local pools and had never learned how to swim. The “piccolo,” or jukebox, was a big draw for 
young visitors, and holiday events, baptisms, scouting trips, and other community events were held 
74 
 
here. The Florida Memory project curates a fantastic advertising video shot by the famous 
photographer Bruce Mozert which shows young African-Americans swimming and diving off the 
docks, as well as young women participating in the popular yearly beauty pageant (Florida Memory 
Project; Vickers and Wilson-Graham 2015:11-25, 135-136, 138-142). Summers remembers Paradise 
Park as “a very busy, happening place at one time,” although he was a lifeguard at the headsprings 
then.  
 
Figure 18. Paradise Park advertisement featuring young Reginald Lewis, Eddie Vereen’s grandson (Vickers and Wilson-
Graham 2015:11; State Archives of Florida, Florida Memory). 
 
One of Eddie Vereen’s unofficial jobs was finding lodging for African-American tourists 
since most motels and hotels would not allow black guests – tourists (and even black servants who 
accompanied white tourists) were usually accommodated in a local family’s home. The park was the 
only roadside attraction in Florida that had a facility for people of color. Beaches such as American 
Beach in Jacksonville and select others throughout the north and the south were for African-
Americans, but those visitors had to take extreme caution not to enter whites-only facilities. During 
one incident in Michigan during the violent “Red Summer,” the ocean current carried teenaged 
Eugene Williams too far toward a whites-only beach and it cost him his life. Guides like The Negro 
Traveler’s Green Book and Butler’s Travelguide informed African-American travelers about where they 
could stop with relative safely for things like gas, food and drink, lodging, entertainment, haircuts, 
and other necessities (Vickers and Wilson-Graham:11,102-110, 115, 119-121). 
The park was wildly popular until it was closed unceremoniously by then-owners ABC in 
1969 when desegregation was federally mandated, but African-Americans were not exactly 
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welcomed to the headsprings. As boat captain Roosevelt Faison said, “They weren’t advertising 
down on Broadway” (Broadway was the African-American business district in Ocala; Vickers and 
Wilson-Graham 2015:188). Ocala activist Dorsey Miller said, “They could have maintained Paradise 
Park and let that be integrated too. See, it was not integration that occurred for us; it was 
desegregation and assimilation” (Vickers and Wilson-Graham 2015:190). 
Advertising  
 Ray and Davidson led a promotion and advertising campaign for Silver Springs that was 
unparalleled in its time. From the beginning, they cultivated a close relationship with the media, and 
local newspapers did their part in extolling the virtues of the springs (Berson 2011:189-190, 208-
209). They participated in highway associations encouraging road construction to their attraction 
(Berson 2011:183). They were also instrumental members of the Florida Association of Publicity 
Directors, later the Florida Public Relations Association, recognizing that if proprietors of multiple 
Florida attractions worked together to attract tourists to Florida then they would all stand to benefit 
(Berson 2011:231). Ray and Davidson’s mantra was, “advertise when no one else does, and use 
those mediums not used by others” (Martin 1966:159). They erected billboards and signs across the 
country as far north as Maine luring tourists to Silver Springs, complete with the mileage to the 
attraction from each location (Hollis 2006:28; Martin 1966:159). Millions of brochures were 
distributed to restaurants, motels, gas stations, travel agencies, and anywhere else they thought they 
could reach a tourist (Berson 2011:200). Dioramas of the Springs and welcome mats were likewise 
distributed and they even got motels across the country to pay for the popular mileage meters that 
would provide tourists with printouts of how far Silver Springs was from their location (Hollis 
2006:18-19; Berson 2011:222). Ray and Davidson recognized and capitalized on the nature of their 
attraction, advertising it as a good place to stop off for a few hours en route to other destinations 
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(Berson 2011:203). Greyhound bus drivers were incentivized to make Silver Springs a rest stop with 
free food and attraction tickets (Monroe 2008:26). 
Hollywood 
 In addition to nationwide advertising, Silver Springs earned a place in the imagination of the 
American public through the movies. In 1916, a silent movie called The Silver Swans became the first 
movie shot at Silver Springs (Berson 2011:209; Martin 1966:157-159). The Famous Players-Lasky 
Corporation of Hollywood producers filmed parts of Old Home Week and W.C. Fields shot scenes 
for The Old Army Game (Ott and Chazal 1966:188). Silver Springs’ real potential as a location for 
movie filming was in the clarity of its waters, which allowed for underwater moviemaking. Grantland 
Rice introduced the public to this through his series of short underwater films called Sportslight Shorts, 
featuring young Ross Allen, Newton Perry, and Johnny Weissmuller. Newton “Newt” Perry was an 
employee of Silver Springs during the 1920s and 1930s when these shorts were made, but he would 
go on to manage Wakulla Springs in north Florida and later open the famous mermaid shows at 
Weeki Wachee springs (Berson 2011:209; Hollis 2006:14-15; Martin 1966:160). Silver Spring’s big 
break came when Weissmuller returned to Silver Springs to film the fourth installment of the Tarzan 
series, Tarzan Finds A Son (1939; Hollis 2006:15). One of the trees supporting Tarzan’s treehouse 
still stands at the former Paradise Park resort location (Summers, personal communication, 2015).  
 The Yearling with Gregory Peck was shot at Silver Springs in 1949, and was nominated for the 
Academy Award for Best Picture (Hollis 2006:21; Martin 1966:162). This required clearing away 
jungle and building a pioneer farm for the set (Martin 1966:162). Gary Cooper shot Distant Drums 
here in 1951, employing some of the Seminole Indians at Ross Allen’s village for roles as guides 
(Hollis 2006:20; Martin 1966:162). Jupiter’s Darling (1955) with Esther Williams used Silver Springs 
employee Ginger Hallowell as a stunt double and another Silver Springs employee, Ricou Browning, 
played the Creature when The Creature from the Black Lagoon was filmed at Silver Springs in 1953 
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(Hollis 2006:20-22; Martin 1966). In a publicity stunt, Howard Hughes premiered his film Underwater 
(1955) at Silver Springs by projecting it underwater for the first viewing (Martin 1966:162-163). 
Many other films and television series used Silver Springs as a location, including Doris Day’s 
picture The Glass Bottom Boat (1966) and the Lloyd Bridges television series, Sea Hunt, for which over 
100 episodes were filmed (Hollis 2006:30-31; Martin 1966:163). Bridges, who is the father of actor 
Jeff Bridges, took SCUBA lessons from avocational archaeologist Ben Waller (Dunbar 2006:405). 
Scientific films, military training videos, and commercials were also made at Silver Springs over the 
years; between June 1958 and June 1959 alone, Silver Springs hosted 94 film shoots (Berson 
2011:223; Martin 1966:163). 
Bruce Mozert 
 The presence of Hollywood first lured the magazine photographer from Ohio, Bruce 
Mozert, to Silver Springs, and after the visit he decided to make it his home. His prolific underwater 
still photographs were sold at the park, distributed to magazines and newspapers and used for Silver 
Springs promotions (Hollis 2006:19; Monroe 2008:27-28). Ginger Stanley Hallowell, who worked as 
a mermaid for Newt Perry at Weeki Wachee after he discovered her at a local beauty pageant, 
became Mozert’s most famous model and appears in many of the iconic photos (Hollis 2006:19-20). 
Ricou Browning, who worked in publicity for Silver Springs, was drafted as the male model opposite 
Hallowell for many of Mozert’s photograph. Dee Dee Adams was blonde Hallowell’s brunette 
counterpart in Mozert’s photos. All had to be excellent swimmers with the ability to hold their 
breath for extended periods of time as they depicted common scenes underwater (Berson 2011:223). 
Mozert himself used a submarine photo booth at first, but then preferred to dive with scuba during 
shoots (Monroe 2008:31). He also had exclusive access to Silver Springs and Paradise Park as 
resident photographer, both for art and advertising (Vickers and Wilson-Graham 2015:148). 
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 In 1955, all the buildings at the headsprings were burned overnight; the fact that Ray’s house 
was also raided suggests that it may have been an arson (Berson 2011:228). However, Ray and 
Davidson took advantage of the opportunity to further modernize the buildings, enlisting architect 
Victor Lundy to design the new buildings at the headsprings (Berson 2011:228). Lundy won a 
Citation Award from Progressive Architecture for his Mid-Century modern metal buildings characteristic 
of the Sarasota School (Berson 2011:228). These buildings still stand at the Silver Springs State Park 
(Figure 19). 
 
Figure 19. View from spring-side mall east toward glass-bottom boat docks. 
 
Changes in Ownership 
 In 1962, ABC-Paramount bought out Ray and Davidson’s lease from Carmichael, who still 
owned the headsprings, as well as land around Silver Springs that Ray and Davidson had purchased 
(Berson 2011:254). They had already purchased Weeki Wachee Springs and were hoping to expand 
both their filmmaking and tourism business (Berson 2011:254; Ott and Chazal 1966:224). Whereas 
Ray and Davidson had been happy to have various attractions incorporated into their main concern 
at the headsprings, ABC-Paramount began buying out leases, first changing Tommy Bartlett’s Deer 
Ranch to International Deer Ranch (Bartlett was associated with CBS), and eventually eliminating it 
all together, along with Ross Allen’s Reptile Institute, and the Prince of Peace Memorial (Hollis 
79 
 
2006:33). In 1978, they added the Wild Waters water park (Berson 2011:286-287). By 1984, Silver 
Springs had flagged in popularity with changes in the nature of both transportation and tourism; 
ABC-Paramount sold their lease to Florida Leisure Attractions, who in turn sold it to Florida Leisure 
Acquisition Corporation five years later (Berson 2011:286-287; Hollis 2006:33).  
Since the 1980s, the state of Florida had been buying property surrounding the Silver River 
(Berson 2011:282; Marion County Property Appraiser 2015). Some of the land was already state-
owned since the state had been proposing construction of the Cross Florida Barge Canal for about 
fifty years – it was never completed in the vicinity of the park and is now part of the Marjorie Harris 
Carr Cross Florida Greenway (Berson 2011:260-266). Some portions of the park had been acquired 
by the St. Johns River Water Management District and then transferred to the Florida Internal 
Improvement Trust Fund for incorporation into the Silver River State Park, which was designated in 
1987, but not opened to the public until 1995. Marion County bought some of the land with help 
from the Florida Communities Trust in 1994, and the Nature Conservancy purchased more land 
south of the Silver River; both were placed under state park management. The 57 acres around the 
spring that was still owned by the Carmichael Family was deeded to the University of Florida 
Foundation in 1980 (Berson 2011:283-285; Marion County Property Appraiser 2015). 
 Eventually, the state had purchased or otherwise acquired most of the area along the Silver 
River, finally buying most of the property at the headsprings with CARL (Conservation and 
Recreational Lands) funding from Florida Leisure Acquisition Corps in 1993 (Berson 2011:287). The 
state continued to lease the Silver Springs Attraction to various corporations. Ogden Entertainment 
of Florida leased it in 1996, and also purchased the parcel deeded to the UF Foundation by 
Carmichael for transfer to state ownership (Berson 2011:287-288). Alfa Smart Parks assumed the 
lease in 2000, followed by Palace Entertainment in 2002 (Berson 2011:288). Berson’s (2011:273-275) 
description of the park in 2011 was not particularly flattering – “a carnival-like array of exhibits and 
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shops,” with a zoo, “spring-side mall,” gardens, rides, a petting zoo, and the wild waters park. 
Moreover, these extraneous exhibits were adding to the chemical runoff from increased nearby 
development and large-scale agriculture polluting the springs” (Berson 2011:286-288). 
 In 2013, the Silver Springs Attraction and the Silver River State Park were combined to 
create the new, fully state-managed and -owned Silver Springs State Park. The park has eliminated 
most of the rides outside of the Wild Waters Park and the entire poorly-managed zoo, and is 
working to improve water quality and other environmental conditions. Further improvements to 
visitor facilities are ongoing. My survey reported here is part of their laudable effort to inventory and 
manage cultural resources for public benefit. 
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VI. TIMELINE OF PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH 
Initial investigations 
Dr. Daniel G. Brinton was the first archaeologist to explore Silver Springs. He arrived via 
pole-barge and wrote about his visit in Notes on the Floridian Peninsula, its literary history, Indian tribes and 
antiquities (1859). Brinton included a glowing description of Silver Springs, especially his impressions 
of the striking change upon emerging from the dark Oklawaha waters onto the clear Silver River 
(Brinton 1859:183-190). He provided the first mention of archaeology at the springs: 
“On the opposite banks of Silver Spring Run [River], respectively a quarter of a mile [400 m] and a 
mile and a half [2.4 km] below the head, there are two tumuli. Pottery, axes, and arrow-heads 
abound in the vicinity, and every sign goes to show that this remarkable spot was once the site of a 
populous aboriginal settlement” (Brinton 1859:172).  
Brinton did not discuss what, if any, collection or excavation he completed, but at least one 
mound was still there by the time C.B. Moore reached the area nearly fifty years later. It is also not 
clear whether Brinton’s “tumuli” were in fact mounds, or if they could be middens that appeared 
high from the bank. Their described locations do not correspond with Moore’s mound. The park 
has interpreted his site on the south side of the Ft. King Waterway, leaving large chert tools and 
mammoth bone fragments on a table, some of which we collected during a field visit in 2015 so they 
would not be taken by looters or other visitors. According to Neill and Ferguson (1979:126), the 
mound on the north side of the river (the one 1.5 mi or 2.4 km downstream) was mined for sand in 
the 1930s. 
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Clarence B. Moore visited the Oklawaha and Silver Rivers in 1895 and excavated the Mound 
Near Silver Springs (8Mr33), as well as the Delk’s Landing Mound (8Mr32) on the opposite side of 
the Oklawaha. His excavations are described further in the site description for the Mound Near 
Silver Springs, which he claims to have completely demolished (Moore 1895:521). 
Discoveries and Site Inventories of the 1930s-70s  
A note in the Florida Master Site File (FMSF) form for the Silver Springs Run Midden 
(8Mr53) referenced a series of short reports written by A.E. Abshire and other researchers (1935) 
who were working for the Works Progress Administration and investigating archaeological sites in 
the Ocala National Forest in their spare time. However, the referenced page described a midden 
near Silver Glen Springs within the national forest, not a site in Silver Springs State Park (Abshire et. 
al. 1935:13). John Goggin listed the Delk’s Landing Mound (8Mr32), the Mound Near Silver Springs 
(8Mr33), and the Silver Springs Run Midden (8Mr53) in his Space and Time Perspective in Northern St. 
Johns Archaeology (1952). He briefly discussed one of Moore’s pottery finds and mentioned a new site 
found by Neill with Suwannee points (Goggin 1952:65, 96, 106).  
 Wilfred T. Neill was an archaeologist who worked at the Ross Allen Reptile Institute at Silver 
Springs and recorded a few very important archaeological sites within the park. These sites included 
the submerged Silver Springs cavern site (8Mr59) investigated during diving projects in 1949 and 
1953, and the Paradise Park site (8Mr92), a stratified site with Paleo-Indian, Middle and Late 
Archaic, and later components (Neill 1952; 1958; 1964; and 1971). Neill also published extensively 
on the Seminole Indian tribe (Neill 1956). Charles Fairbanks (1965) conducted a survey of the 
proposed Florida Cross-State Canal corridor, during which his crew recorded site 8Mr83. Thomas 
Hemmings (1975) did some additional work at the Paradise Park site (8Mr92) to try to verify some 
of Neill’s work and gather more data about the earlier components. Between 1973 and 1978, Charles 
Hoffman and others conducted investigations at the Guest Mammoth site (8Mr130), a submerged 
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Paleo-Indian kill site with megafauna remains that was found by local divers (Hoffman 1983). In 
1979, Neill and Ferguson (1979:126) described two ceramic pipes they believed to be of Spanish 
origin, one supposedly at the remains of a mound described by Brinton, along with chert flakes and 
St. Johns Plain and Check-Stamped sherds. Another was found by divers at the headsprings (Neill 
and Ferguson 1979:126-127). 
Cultural Resource Management and “Gray Literature” Reports and Investigations 
 In 1987, Archaeological Consultants, Inc. completed a county-wide archaeological survey for 
Marion County, wherein they recorded several sites within the park boundaries (8Mr1081-8Mr1084) 
based on interview with a local informant, William Franklin (Almy et. al. 1987). Franklin was an 
Ocala native, land surveyor, artifact collector, and diver who passed away in 2012 (Ocala Star-
Banner 2012). 
 Marsha Chance (1988) completed a Phase I survey for a Florida Gas Transmission Company 
(FGTC) transmission line corridor along SR40, and in then a Phase II site assessment on the Cactus 
Flower site (8Mr1878), and found it eligible for the National Register (Chance and Smith 1991). 
 Henry Baker (1990) completed a survey of areas proposed for visitor amenities in advance of 
opening the Silver River State Park. He addressed the previously recorded sites and also recorded 
sites 8Mr1920 through 8Mr1925 during this investigation. 
 Christine Newman (1995) of the Bureau of Archaeological Research conducted an 
investigation of the Sharps Ferry Office for the Office of Greenways and Trails, since artifacts 
constituting site 8Mr2402 had been found during construction activities on the state-owned parcel. 
Other CARL archaeologists, Michael Wisenbaker (1997) and Ryan Wheeler, conducted a field 
investigation of a proposed access road to the park and recorded 8Mr2451 and 8Mr2452. 
Wisenbaker (1999; 2000) conducted two more small surveys in areas of proposed park 
improvements: a campground and cabins. Both documented the Ishti Semoli site (8Mr2703) 
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discovered in the area. The Ishti Semoli site boundaries were expanded as a result of three more 
surveys for a ranger residence, cabins, and park visitor amenities  (Newman and Vojnovski 2002; 
Vojnovski and Newman 2002; Stanton and Lindstrom 2002; Cockrell 2003). Triel Lindstrom (2004) 
conducted a small monitoring project in the location where the park built a canoe launch and 
recorded site 8Mr3266 in the process. 
Martin Dickinson and Lucy Wayne of SouthArc, Inc. (2002), completed a survey of an area 
proposed for a train for tourists on behalf of Smart Parks of Florida, Inc. and recorded the site they 
encountered as an extension of 8Mr93, giving it a name: the Impala site. 
 Michael Faught (2003) and David Thulman completed a few days of research at the Paradise 
Park site (8Mr92) as part of a wider project and submitted a letter report to the Florida Division of 
Historical Resources. Jim Dunbar, Glen Doran, and Jack Rink (2009) visited and collected a geocore 
from the Paradise Park Site, but it has not yet been analyzed. 
 In 2008, Southeastern Archaeological Research, Inc. (SEARCH) conducted a cultural resource 
assessment survey as part of a study in anticipation of widening SR40 adjacent to Silver Springs State 
Park, and in 2013 they completed some more research of areas slated for construction of additional 
ponds associated with that transportation project (Chambless 2008; Chambless 2013). These surveys 
expanded the boundaries of sites 8Mr1082 and 8Mr1878 and recorded site 8Mr3477. SouthArc, Inc. 
conducted a Phase I survey of the Silver Springs Retention Pond on the north side of SR40 on 
behalf of the Marion County Transportation Department and again expanded site 8Mr1082 
(Belcourt et. al. 2009). 
 Lori Collins and others (2010) from the University of South Florida relocated several sites 
within the Silver River State Park as part of a predictive modeling project on behalf of Florida State 
Parks. In 2013, Jason O’Donoughue and Kenneth Sassaman (2013) conducted a cultural resources 
survey of the portion of the park that was formerly the Silver Springs Attraction, which included 
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systematic shovel testing across the property. They greatly expanded the boundaries of both 
8Mr1082 and 8Mr93, as well as relocated 8Mr92; only a management summary of this project is 
currently available (O’Donoughue and Sassaman 2013), though the final report is expected soon. 
Julie Byrd revisited the Mystery Snail Midden site (8Mr3266) during an Archaeological Resource 
Monitoring (ARM) training for state parks employees (Byrd 2015). 
 Wayne and Dickinson of SouthArc, Inc. (2014), monitored infrastructure improvements and 
demolition of former zoo structures within the former Silver Springs attraction area. They 
documented additional portions of sites 8Mr93 and 8Mr1082 and recorded a new site (8Mr3855) 
comprised of remains of the former hotel and railroad tracks. 
 Sewer and wastewater line installation over the former Silver River State Park portion of the 
park is ongoing and is being monitored by Willet Boyer. This construction is destroying portions of 
the Ishti Semoli site (8Mr2703) and some of the densest parts of the NRHP-eligible Oak Hammock 
site (8Mr1920). We witnessed this monitoring during our survey and found it poorly done and 
wholly inappropriate for this level of destruction and it is highly recommended that similar work is 
preceded by survey and excavation in the future. 
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VII. METHODS 
Background Research 
Florida Master Site File review 
 All FMSF forms for sites recorded within or adjacent to the park were assembled and 
reviewed prior to survey. All cultural resource survey manuscripts, site inventories, and documents 
in the FMSF that apply to the project area were requested and reviewed. The FMSF was periodically 
rechecked and new information incorporated whenever available, since research in the area is 
ongoing and report receipt, review, and processing necessarily lags behind field survey. 
 Additionally, the FMSF provided Geographic Information Systems (GIS) shapefiles of cultural 
resources as currently plotted and of survey coverage for use in mapping (Figure 20). Sites within the 
park have been subjected to different intensities of investigation, and therefore both mapping 
accuracy and precision are inconsistent. Sites 8Mr1081, 8Mr1083, and 8Mr3173, as well as several 
sites outside of the park boundaries, are depicted as squares, indicating “general vicinity (GV)” sites. 
In these cases, FMSF staff have drawn site plots usually based on location descriptions by site 
reporters, especially if a map was not included with the submission. This signifies that an area has 
archaeological potential but, as was the case for both 8Mr1081 and 8Mr1083, the site does not 
necessarily fall within that swath of land. 
 The FMSF also provided site and structure numbers for the newly-discovered resources. Site 
and update forms for all cultural resources recorded or investigated during the survey will be 
provided in the final report to the state, as stipulated by the 1A-32 Archaeological Research Permit 
under which this investigation was conducted. The FMSF staff was immensely helpful during the 
course of this project, often providing information within an hour of requests. 
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Figure 20. Map of previous survey coverage within and in close proximity to the park. 
 
Historical Maps and Documents 
 
 A number of historic maps and quadrangle maps from the United States Geological Survey 
were reviewed, as well as all historic aerial photographs of the Silver Springs State Park that are 
available through the University of Florida library (FDEP 2015b). Research on prehistory and 
history of the project area was compiled from both primary and secondary sources in order to 
provide context for the sites. Additionally, photographs from the Florida Memory Project were 
examined and some included in this document and the final report. 
Sites 
 As a result of numerous previous investigations within the Silver Springs State Park, 29 
archaeological sites (8Mr33, 8Mr53, 8Mr59, 8Mr83, 8Mr92, 8Mr93, 8Mr130, 8Mr532, 8Mr1081-
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8Mr1084, 8Mr1878, 8Mr1920-8Mr1925, 8Mr2195, 8Mr2402, 8Mr2451, 8Mr2452, 8Mr2703, 
8Mr3173, 8Mr3214, 8Mr3266, 8Mr3477, 8Mr3746) and a resource group (8Mr3762) have been 
recorded within or in close proximity to the park. Seven additional sites were identified during the 
survey: Carmichael Ridge (8Mr3902), Hardy Croom (8Mr3903), Knobby (8Mr3904), Silver River 
Sink (8Mr3905), Trifoliate Orange Ridge (8Mr3906), Little Palm Ridge (Mr3919), and River 
Trailhead Artifact Scatter (8Mr3907).  Five new structures were recorded: Cypress Swamp 
Foundations (8Mr3920), River Trailhead Cattle Dip Vat (8Mr3908), River Trailhead Trough 
(8Mr3909), and River Trailhead Vat (8Mr3910), and one new resource group, the River Trailhead 
Agricultural Complex (8Mr3911). See Appendix 1 for complete site tables (Figure 21). 
 
Figure 21: Map showing previously recorded cultural resources within the park. 
 
89 
 
The 2014-2015 Archaeological Survey 
Fieldwork 
 The archaeological survey of the Silver Springs State Park involved relocating previously 
recorded terrestrial sites within park boundaries and limited judgmental testing of selected areas to 
expand the site database. There remain many locations, especially along the Silver River, which have 
high archaeological potential, as well as some locations with evidence of historic activity, but time, 
resource, environmental conditions, and labor constraints did not allow us to survey every part of 
the park that was worthy of investigation. 
 Access to some of these areas varied seasonally. Having had the benefit of working at the park 
during all seasons, I was impressed by how much a location’s appearance changed throughout the 
year. Forests we hiked through easily during the dry season were mostly flooded during the rainy 
season of summer and early fall, and even trails were often submerged (Figure 22). Even after flood 
waters began to subside, the mosquito swarms thrived, having enjoyed prime breeding and 
incubation grounds. An especially active storm season in 2015 led to fallen trees and limbs, some of 
which impacted the surfaces of historic sites, although they were not significantly damaged. Future 
archaeological investigations ought to carefully consider seasonal variation when planning field 
research. Doing fieldwork in the late fall, winter, and early spring is preferable, especially when 
testing any sites in areas where flooding is prevalent, such as on the north side of the Silver River or 
southeastern stretch south of the Silver River and east of Marshall Swamp. 
  Field crews conducted shovel testing and surface survey and collection, recorded coordinates 
at points of interest, took photographs and video recordings, and sketched standing structures or 
features. At some of the historic sites, clearing brush, traversing the area to identify and take notes 
and GPS coordinates at brick, cut limestone, or concrete scatters, and controlled collection of a 
small sample of historic artifacts was preferable to shovel testing. Sometimes the crew walked 
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transects looking for historic sites or structures, but this strategy was not very effective due to low 
surface visibility and dense vegetation. Only surface collection could be conducted at one prehistoric 
site as well due to time constraints. 
 
Figure 22. Stream across the Bike Trail in the southeastern part of the park, puddling in the forest, and damp ground 
throughout. 
 
 Standard shovel tests (see Appendix 2) were 50 cm2 and excavated to at least 1-meter depth 
unless prohibited by impenetrable soils, bedrock, or the sometimes very high water table. Many 
shovel tests were excavated an additional 20 to 100 cm using a coring tool with a 10-cm diameter 
bucket. Coring was conducted to test for deeply buried artifacts, especially at prehistoric sites where 
artifact recovery extended to the bottom of the test. Excavated soils were screened through ¼” wire 
mesh and then tests were backfilled. Any cultural materials were collected in labeled 4-ml plastic 
bags. For all shovel tests, a photograph was taken, stratigraphy recorded including Munsell colors, 
and geographic coordinates measured with a Garmin 12 handheld GPS unit. GPS coordinates were 
plotted in Google Earth and the files imported into ArcView GIS for Desktop 10.1 and converted 
to shapefiles for mapping. 
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 Deep shovel testing and coring was mostly conducted on the western side of the park where 
sandy soils prevailed. At many tests within the eastern side of the park, as well as much of the 
northern parkland, we struggled to excavate through extremely dense and hard-packed Bluff sandy 
clays. These often had strains of marl and a large number of limestone chunks which made shovel 
testing very difficult, especially when tree roots added another obstruction. Excavation with shovels 
was possible, but there were many instances where troweling was more effective to work around the 
rocks and roots and in some instances even a rock hammer was employed. 
 However, the biggest impediment to efficient excavation in these soils was not the digging, but 
rather the screening process. The clayey soils would not pass through a screen, and they were too 
thick and sticky to be troweled through. Instead, crew members had to pick through the clay by 
hand, breaking up clumps to determine if artifacts were present and this process was time-
consuming. Where sites were present in this clay, it tended to be very black and greasy. Artifacts 
often included very small fragments of bone, shell, and fish scales, as well as lithic debitage and 
pottery sherds. The black clay covered everything, so it was even difficult to see cultural materials, 
and easier to feel them by sorting through the clay without gloves. Sites in these areas were all very 
close to the surface – artifacts were recovered almost immediately and soils appeared sterile below 
around 20 or 30 cm deep. During testing in low probability areas, several shovel tests were 
terminated early since the soils were not characteristic of site locations and extending a 50 cm2 
shovel test in this soil to a full meter often took a full day of excavation. 
 In total, 138 shovel tests were excavated at the park (Figure 23). Only 29 of these tests did not 
contain cultural materials, and 4 tests contained only shell (much of which was probably naturally 
deposited). While it would have been preferable to conduct more testing at the park, there were 
several limited factors. First, funding was limited and student volunteers had limited availability, 
restricting trips to single days or weekends. As is discussed, soils did not allow for both careful and 
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speedy testing over much of the acreage. It was not infrequent for a team to complete only one or 
two shovel tests over a full day’s work in these soils. Also, rains in the summer and early fall were 
heavy, frequent, and often shortened field days immensely. 
 
Figure 23. Shovel test locations, along with previously existing and newly-determined site boundaries. 
 
 Shovel test locations were mainly chosen on a judgmental basis. Judgmental tests were 
excavated in both higher and lower probability areas that had not been previously investigated. 
Because relocation and assessment of previously-recorded resources was a priority, initial tests at 
each site were placed within or in close proximity to the previously-recorded boundaries. After 
relocation, tests would be placed at varied intervals in order to expand or determine site boundaries. 
Early in the survey, I had higher expectations for how much shovel testing would be possible during 
the project and thus shovel tests were placed at smaller intervals such as 25 m apart. As the survey 
93 
 
progressed, it became clear that placing shovel tests so close together was not going to allow the 
needed breadth of coverage, so testing intervals were adjusted to 50 m or sometimes over 100 m 
intervals. The larger testing interval needs to be taken into account when considering site boundary 
determinations. 
 Finding boundaries of sites within the park was a challenge, although not an unforeseen one. 
Many sites extend across large areas, but with variable densities. All site boundaries should be 
considered estimates. They were determined wherever possible based on tests without artifacts, but 
at quite a few sites every test contained at least one or two flakes. Even where tests did not yield 
artifacts, not enough subsurface investigation was done to confirm boundaries. It appears that 
evidence of prehistoric occupation extends along the entire south bank of Silver River from the 
headsprings to Marshall Swamp. There were no natural features such as streams to divide these sites, 
nor differences in soils, nor in artifact cultural or temporal affiliations. In order to operationalize the 
data, this area was treated as a single combined site. However, more testing could serve to refine site 
boundaries. The park gets swampier and access becomes more difficult on the eastern side, and sites 
are present but the scatter does not seem to be continuous.  
 Although the amount of testing at many of the sites was less robust than needed for defensible 
evaluations regarding site integrity and eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), some recommendations can be presented for additional research, site protection, 
and management. Additionally, a clearer understanding of the resources present allows formulation 
of more specific research questions to be addressed in future studies of the park’s archaeology. 
 Results of the investigation are being compiled in a report to the Silver Springs State Park, the 
Florida Division of Historical Resources, and the Florida Bureau of Archaeological Research in 
accordance with Chapters 258 and 267, Florida Statutes; the document will meet the requirements of 
Chapter 1A-46, Florida Administrative Code. Florida Master Site File forms will be completed and 
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submitted with the survey report for each site investigated during fieldwork. The survey was 
conducted under state archaeological research permit 1314.068, issued by the Florida Bureau of 
Archaeological Research. 
Local Expert Interview 
 
 Mickey Summers, an extremely helpful avocational archaeologist and park expert, met with me 
several times and contributed significantly to this survey. Summers has lived near Silver Springs for 
most of his life, since the late 1940s, and has worked for the park in several capacities. He was one 
of the last lifeguards during the days when swimming was allowed at the springs, and he served as a 
park ranger. Summers has even appeared on screen in television and movies filmed at the springs. 
He is a retired Marion County school teacher, avid outdoorsman, excellent artist and cartographer, 
and has a strong interest and a great deal of knowledge about the history and archaeology of the 
area. 
 Summers has extensively researched the history of the Silver Springs area and especially 
Marshall Plantation. He visited the Ancient Records storage facility in Newnansville to reconstruct 
land ownership history. He traveled to Abbeville, South Carolina, twice to research J. Foster 
Marshall, even sitting in Marshall’s pew at Trinity Episcopalian Church. Additionally, Summers has 
visited and studied sugar plantations in Florida and in the Caribbean for clues to understanding 
Marshall Plantation. 
 Summers accompanied us in the field on several occasions and guided us to areas where he 
had previously identified archaeological materials on the surface. He had experience exploring the 
parkland before it became state property and was involved in developing park amenities as well as 
maintaining them. This time in the field afforded him many opportunities to identify sites with 
surface expressions as well as artifacts exposed by erosion or by burrowing animals. He has also 
been called upon in the course of his duties as a ranger to conduct site condition assessments or 
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evaluate damage by looters. In the years when park management was less interested in cultural 
resources, Summers took the initiative to periodically monitor the known sites in the park. The 
excellent field notes and hand-drawn maps that he compiled in a park notebook were very helpful 
during this survey. 
 Summers donated the artifacts that he had salvaged from the surface of sites damaged by 
erosion or park activities in order to increase our sample and to ensure that they will be held in state 
collections. He expressed disappointment that authorities and researchers had not been interested in 
his compiled research, but we saw how excellent it was and took full advantage of his generosity and 
expertise. 
Lab Methods 
 Artifacts collected during field survey, including many lithic tools and debitage, pottery 
sherds, bone and shell fragments, glass shards, and other prehistoric and historic items, were 
processed at the USF Archaeology Lab in Tampa, Florida. They were washed and sorted according 
to typical categories and diagnostic types where relevant, then tabulated and catalogued by 
provenience. Upon completion of the project, all artifacts will be transferred to state collections in 
Tallahassee.  
 No special analyses were conducted on the collection, but it is hoped that more work can be 
done in the future. Specifically, sourcing pottery and even lithics may help answer questions about 
how the site was used and by whom. Bone and shell was only sorted into the most obvious 
categories, and further zooarchaeological analysis may provide more information on diet. However, 
fine screen sizes were not used. Most sites with preserved faunal remains were within clay soils 
where screening was not possible, and it is unlikely that all bone was collected. In most cases, only a 
small sample of shell was collected from shovel tests. 
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 Lithic debitage was divided into primary decortication flakes (cortex covering over 50% of the 
area), secondary decortication flakes (cortex on less than 50% of the area), secondary flakes (non-
decortication), and block shatter. Tools or possible tools were identified by presence of worked 
edges or use-wear. Lithics were the most frequently recovered artifact type at the park, but only a 
few identifiable formal points or point fragments were found. 
 Pottery was identified and sorted into types based on examination of pastes and surface 
treatments. In some cases, pottery sherds that could be refit were mended with glue, especially if 
rims would allow for an estimation of vessel size. Notably, pottery with St. Johns chalky sponge-
spicule tempered paste, sand and/or grit tempered pottery (sometimes with charcoal inclusions), and 
limestone-tempered sherds (often with grog tempering as well) were all found at the park. Moreover, 
these types which are found in highest frequencies in different parts of Florida, were not only found 
at the same sites, but often within the same shovel test. 
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VIII. SITE DESCRIPTIONS 
 Sites are presented below in numerical order, with many categories of information listed for 
each one, and a narrative of the field operations and interpretation produced by this survey. Data on 
discovery method shed more light on survey methods over the decades, and descriptions of site 
integrity and significance can help with cultural resources management. 
 
Mound Near Silver Springs, 8Mr33 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 6. 
Physiography: uplands, approximately 1 mile (1.6 km) east of Silver Springs, about 75 m south and 
west of the Silver River backswamp within a meander bend of the river.  
Area: approximately 50-foot diameter (15.24 m) mound within site extending along south bank of 
Silver River from springhead to intersect with Marshall Swamp [approx. 43 ft. (13.1 m) by 82 ft. (25 
m) on Summers’ map]. 
Elevation: 50 to 60 ft. (15.24 to 18.29 m). Mound is approximately 1 or 2 m above ground on 
eastern side of mound; less than 1 m above surrounding ground on west side due to slope. 
Stratigraphy: (Shovel Test 109) 0-17 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown sand; 17-50 cm 10 YR 7/4 very 
pale brown sand with flecks of 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand; 50-58 cm 10 YR 6/1 gray sand; 58-120 
cm 10 YR 8/4 very pale brown sand. Cored to 170 cm. 
Soils: Tavares sand, 0-5% slopes; Candler sand, 0-5% slopes. 
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Present Ground Cover: hardwood and coniferous mixed forest with oaks, magnolia, palmettos, 
and hickory; fallen branches and leaf litter covers the site. Coniferous-xeric oak forest immediately 
adjacent to the west. 
Discovery Method: informant interview; then surface inspection and shovel testing. 
Time Period: Woodland (St. Johns Ia – St. Johns Ib). 
Integrity: low to moderate. 
Significance: potentially high; burial mound within larger occupation area. Shovel test 109 was not 
significantly disturbed despite looting. Site is within Silver Springs Head Springs Site Complex 
resource group (8Mr3762). 
Impacts: looting and/or previous investigation by Moore (1895), who indicates that he completely 
destroyed the site. A park service road running immediately adjacent to the mound may actually 
cross part of the site; continued use of the road could exacerbate erosion. 
Recommendations: preservation and protection; avoid ground disturbance. Human remains 
previously found; none recovered in current investigation but potential for disturbing them persists. 
Conduct Phase II site assessment if mound will be disturbed. Moving the road away from the 
mound could help protect the site, but since the surrounding area is also an archaeological site, this 
may not be advisable. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
Clarence B. Moore visited the Oklawaha and Silver Rivers in 1895 and excavated the Mound 
Near Silver Springs (8Mr33). He reported the 4 foot 2 inch tall (1.27 m), 50-foot- (15.24 m) diameter 
mound to be about one mile east of Silver Springs. Moore found that others had excavated an 
approximately 2 foot (61 cm) deep trench into its center. The entire mound consisted of yellow sand 
with occasional charcoal but no visible strata. Moore found bunched burials as well as some 
disarticulated jumbled remains, incised and tetrapodal vessels, flakes and lithic tools, shell tools, 
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igneous rock, copper beads, and a notched shark’s tooth within the mound. He stated that he and 
his crew totally demolished the mound (Moore 1895:521-525).  
 One point of confusion arises when comparing the location of the mound as plotted in the 
FMSF with Moore’s map of the Oklawaha study area (Figure 24); an x marks the location of a 
mound to the north of the Silver River and one close to where the Delk’s Landing Mound is plotted. 
No mound is marked on the map where Mr33 has been plotted (Moore 1895). It is unclear what the 
circles represent, but it may be locations of landings or towns. Future research on this site might 
benefit from looking at Moore’s original field notes stored at Cornell University Library. 
 
Figure 24: Portion of Moore’s 1895 map. An “x” represents a sand mound. Note one mound northeast of Silver Springs and 
north of the Silver River and another east of the confluence of the Silver River and Oklawaha (adapted from Moore 1895).  
 
 Goggin (1952) listed the Mound Near Silver Springs in his summary of St. Johns Archaeology 
as dating to the St. Johns Ia – St. Johns Ib periods. His note, “M.A.I. 18/358-9,” indicates that the 
artifacts are housed at the Museum of the American Indian, Heye Foundation, New York, which is 
now part of the Smithsonian Institution’s National Museum of the American Indian, though their 
website artifact search option did not yield any information on the mound or its artifacts. 
 Adele Silbereisen completed the initial FMSF form for 8Mr33 in 1957, apparently based on the 
information in Moore’s account. Silbereisen was an anthropology and archaeology major at the 
University of Florida under Goggin, but there is no indication that she or Goggin visited the mound. 
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 Summers visited the site in June 2007 and wrote a condition assessment report. He noted that 
posts and wire from a fence erected by previous landowners crossed the site. At one time a sign 
incorrectly identified the site as a Calusa mound, but it has been removed. Impacts from erosion, 
burrowing animals, tree and brush growth, and road construction and use were noted. The road had 
been disked and raked, exposing chert flakes. Plowing for a fire break also exposed artifacts in the 
area, and there was disturbance from logging to the west of the mound. Summers saw no signs of 
recent human disturbance and assessed the site as having fair to poor integrity. Summers drew an 
excellent map of the site and sketched several chert artifacts that were found in the area, including a 
“crudely made triangular point with ‘flutes’ on front and back” and some other possible point 
fragments (Summers 2007). 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 Summers showed us the slight rise (Figure 25), little more than 50-75 cm above the road (the 
surrounding ground on the east side of the mound is lower), that he believed to be 8Mr33 (Figure 
26). He mentioned ground disturbance had occurred when the park rangers were fighting a beetle 
infestation, and that he found some mica in the area (Summers, personal communication, 2015). 
This location is almost exactly 1 mile (1.6 km) down the river from the springs, as described by 
Moore.  
 
Figure 25. N. White and M. Summers at the recorded location of Mr33. The elevation is only slightly higher than that of the 
adjacent road in the background. 
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 Shovel Test 109 (Figures 27 and 28) was excavated in the southeast sector of the mound, close 
enough to the edge to extend below the original ground surface if it was, in fact, a mound. A stratum 
of darker soil is visible in the profile, maybe from a burning episode. Lithics and a small amount of 
pottery amid nuts, twigs, and roots were found throughout the test, with larger lithic debitage near 
the bottom. This shovel test was slightly larger than normal, about 60 cm2. Since it was on a sloped 
surface, one side was excavated to about 120 cm deep and the other to about 100 cm. While the rise 
that may be the mound is noticeable from the side closer to the river, it is does not appear to be 
higher than the adjacent area across the trail from the site (Figure 29). Using the coring tool allowed 
for excavation to 170 cm deep but no further artifacts were recovered. 
Figure 26. Map of Mound Near Silver Springs (8Mr33) as plotted in the FMSF and showing revised plot based on survey. 
Rectangular site Mr1081 represents a “general vicinity” location and is discussed below. 
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Figure 27. Shovel Test 109 stratigraphy.  Figure 28. T. Gold excavating Shovel Test 109. 
 
 There was not a significantly higher artifact recovery here than at other shovel tests in this 
area. Some tiny sherds of sand-tempered pottery were recovered, one of which had an indeterminate 
incised surface. Also recovered was a microtool (Figure 30), which may have been used as a borer. 
The remainder of the materials recovered consisted of lithic debitage, mostly secondary flakes, but 
also some larger secondary decortication flakes. Hematite was also present in the test, along with 
quite a few rocks, pebbles, and sand concretions. 
  
Figure 29. 8Mr33, looking west.     Figure 30. Microtool from Shovel Test 109. 
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 It is difficult to confirm whether or not this area is the remnant of the burial mound excavated 
by Moore, but it is certainly a prehistoric site whether or not it represents monumental architecture. 
There continues to be potential for human remains to be present and further investigation within or 
surrounding the mound may yield exotic artifacts (like the copper beads and shark’s tooth found by 
Moore or the mica found by Summers) that could illuminate Silver Springs’ place within the Middle 
Woodland trade networks and interaction sphere. While the mound has been defined as having a St. 
Johns Ia and Ib cultural/temporal affiliation, no pottery with the chalky St. Johns paste has been 
recovered; instead, sand-tempered Weeden Island-style or plain ceramics have been found here. It 
should be considered to have research potential and warrants preservation and protection. 
Table 2. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr33. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2015 
ST109, 0-100 cm  indeterminate incised sand-
tempered body sherd 
 1  1.4   
ST109, 0-100 cm  sand-tempered plain body 
sherds 
 2  1.2   
ST109, 0-100 cm  microtool  1  0.1  could be a borer 
ST109, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  31  15.5  two prob thermally altered 
ST109, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  7  16.8   
ST109, 0-100 cm  primary decort flake  1  0.4   
ST109, 0-100 cm  block shatter  2  0.6   
ST109, 0-100 cm  sand concretions, probably 
with hematite 
 6  12.4   
ST109, 0-100 cm  probable hematite  1  0.3   
ST109, 0-100 cm  pebbles  8  7.3  limestone, sandstone 
surface near 
ST109 
 secondary flake  1  0.5   
 
Reported by Summers 2007 
within adjacent 
road and west of 
mound 
 flakes       
within adjacent 
road 
 probable biface fragments, 
including one small triangular 
point 
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Table 2. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Reported from Moore Excavation (1895) 
mound  bunched burials       
"point on 
mound's base" 
 disarticulated jumbled 
remains  
      
mound  incised sherds with red 
pigment (Weeden Island 
Incised?) 
     one incised figure appears to be 
running deer 
mound  plain sherds with red 
pigment 
     some vessels perforated on 
base; one tetrapodal 
mound  chert flakes       
mound  chert points  4     
mound  drill  1     
mound  igneous rock (“small, 
polished cutting implement”) 
 1     
mound  sandstone object  1     
mound  chert cores  11     
mound  strombus (whelk) chisels  2    from shell lips 
mound  Fulgar gouge  1    from body whorl 
mound  cylindrical thick hammered 
copper beads 
 3     
mound   fossil shark's tooth   1       notched on each side 
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Silver River Run Midden / Silver River #3 Site, 8Mr53 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: about 175 m west of a westward meander of the Silver River; at the edge of lower, 
wetter land to the east and north and slightly higher land to the southwest. 
Area: approximately 60 m northwest-southeast by 35 m southwest-northeast (78 ft./23.7 m by 160 
ft./48.8 m based on Summers’ map). 
Elevation: 40 ft. (12 m) above sea level; midden/mound is approximately 1.5 m (5 ft.) higher than 
surrounding land. 
Stratigraphy: (Shovel Test 58) 0-15 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown clay; 15-80 cm 10 YR 6/2 light 
brownish gray clay; cultural materials from both strata. 
Soils: Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed wetland forest, including palms, palmettos, gum, maple, elm, and 
cypress trees. To the southwest is overgrown rangeland (formerly known as Garden Field) with tall 
grasses punctuated by small thickets of trees (Summers, personal communication, 2015). Cypress 
swamp with standing water directly abuts the site to the north, east, and south. Palms and palmettos 
cover the midden, with mixed wetland forests surrounding it. Many trees have recently fallen. 
Discovery Method: located via surface inspection; relocated with surface inspection and shovel 
testing at location indicated by FMSF records. 
Time Period: Middle Archaic(?), Woodland, late prehistoric (Alachua; St. Johns II; Pasco). 
Integrity: moderate to high.  
Significance: potentially high. 
Impacts: looting, bioturbation, many fallen trees, erosion. 
Recommendations: preservation and protection. Phase II site assessment prior to any impacts. 
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Field Investigation(s) (Previous):  
 John Goggin (1952:96) listed Silver Springs Run Midden among Marion County sites in Space 
and Time Perspective in Northern St. Johns Archaeology, Florida but does not discuss it further. Adele 
Silbereisen filed the original FMSF Form for site 8Mr53 on April 2, 1957, naming it Silver Spring 
Run Midden. She recorded it as a large shell midden about 1.5 miles (2.4 km) down Silver Spring 
Run (Silver River) and noted four fragmented stemmed points as the artifacts recovered. The 
geographic coordinates that Silbereisen provides are accurate, but she included a note that said 
“Abshire et. al., 1935:13.” Some Further Papers on Aboriginal Man in the neighborhood of the Ocala National 
Forest by Abshire and others (1935), did not mention Mr53 or any other site within the Silver Springs 
State Park. Instead, a midden near Silver Glen Springs within the Ocala National Forest was detailed 
on this page; the similar name (Silver Glen Springs Run Midden) may have been a source of 
confusion.  
 Thomas Hemmings (1975) described several other sites in his article about the Paradise Park 
site (8Mr92), including the Silver Springs Midden (8Mr53). He said it covered ¼ acre with 1-foot 
(30.5 cm) thick midden, mostly consisting of Viviparus and Pomacea snail shell. Linear check-stamped 
pottery with St. Johns paste and sand-tempered plain pottery were recovered. He described the site 
as geomorphologically similar to 8Mr92, but during our investigations there we did not find a 
sandhill environment like that of 8Mr92, but rather Bluff clay soils. Also, Hemmings described the 
site as 3 miles (4.8 km) down the headstream, which is at least a mile (1.6 km) past the place where 
we relocated it (and where the FMSF plotted it). 
 Danny Clayton revisited the site in April 1984 as part of a Conservation and Recreational 
Lands (CARL) survey. This form noted Jim Buckner as a local informant; Buckner was responsible 
for lobbying the state to purchase lands surrounding Silver Springs for conservation and protection 
of the spring environment when he became aware that a number of private landowners were putting 
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their properties on the market (Berson 2011:282-284). Clayton checked lithics, animal bone, and 
shell food remains as the artifacts present with no diagnostic artifacts observed. Clayton erroneously 
used the number 8Mr533 to record this midden, but Henry Baker corrected it to its earlier number 
during his survey (Baker 1990:2).  
 In his report, Baker noted that the site is “generally in good condition” but had experienced 
some looting. He also said that it was surrounded on all sides by flood plain swamp (Baker 1990:2). 
Baker did not report doing any excavation there, but he listed 3 flakes (one secondary reduction and 
two secondary decortication flakes) and one long bone found on the surface of Mr533 (Mr53).  
 Summers (2007) drew very detailed and accurate maps during his visit to the site in 2007. He 
noted a looter hole that likely dates prior to 1950, locations of uprooted trees from hurricane 
damage in 2004, hog rooting north of the site, and a depression across the midden of unknown age.  
Summers’ documentation includes a photo of a limestone-tempered sherd recovered from the site, 
likely from the Pasco pottery series, and a chert flake. Summers remembers seeing a large amount of 
pottery where trees were uprooted; he mentioned Wakulla fine-stamped (check), Alachua, Pasco 
Plain, and linear check-stamped sherds (sand-tempered). 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
The field crew observed one looter hole, which according to Summers was dug by children 
from the Tracy family, who formerly had a ranch on the property. There have also been some recent 
impacts from fallen trees (Figure 31). Bioturbation from gopher tortoises or other burrowing 
animals impacted the site as well. Silver Spring Run Midden (Figure 32) was inaccessible due to high 
standing water during August 2014, and even during a drier time of year in December 2014, much of 
the land around the site was submerged. Spongy cypress swamp and areas with high grasses 
punctuated with palms or oaks led up to the edge of the riverine backswamp (Figure 33). Slightly 
north and west of the area recorded as 8Mr53, was an attractive open grassy spot with slight 
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elevation and snail shells were evident in the soil. According to Summers, this is an area formerly 
known as the Garden Field. 
 
Figure 31. Many fallen trees at 8Mr53 have caused disturbance. 
 
 
Figure 32. Map of 8Mr53. Note that the location as plotted on the FMSF does not reflect the actual location of the site, which 
is outlined in pink. 
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Shovel Test 57 was excavated on a very slight mounded spot in the grassy area at this 
location to 60 cm in depth before reaching the water table (Figure 34). No artifacts were recovered.  
 
Figure 33. 8Mr53, midden adjacent to cypress swamp. 
 
 
Figure 34. Clearing near 8Mr53, Shovel Test 57 in this area did not yield artifacts. 
 
 A mere 20 meters farther was an elevated area, about 1.5 meters high, as noted on the FMSF 
form for 8Mr53. The site was at the precise coordinates indicated on the form, but not at the 
location where the FMSF plotted it on their GIS shapefile as seen below. Shovel Test 58 was 
excavated at the top of the midden, not far from a probable looter pit (Figure 35). The site was 
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painfully obvious when found, but hidden by vegetation, including palms growing out of the midden 
itself, even when it should have been within eyeshot. 
 
Figure 35. Shovel Test 58, west wall. Note rocks and roots protruding from walls. 
 
The top stratum was a darker humic sandy clay layer with many roots from the palm trees. 
Excavation was slow-going, as in between the roots were many large limestone rocks and 
concretions. The second layer of soil contained the same roots but also many more rocks. The soils 
had broken shells that may have been fossils, although some more recent intact snail shells were 
present. A very small amount of shiny bivalve shell was also included, but this is not a true shell 
midden site. We did not collect shell, only a small sample of limestone. Chert flakes were included in 
the clayey gray soils, sometimes difficult to spot when buried in the clay. In the lower stratum, fewer 
roots were present, but chert-bearing rocks and concretions were larger, and excavation with a 
shovel became ineffectual. After about 50 centimeters, excavation was accomplished with trowels, 
digging around the many large rocks. The test had to be abandoned at a depth of 80 centimeters due 
to time constraints. The coring tool could not break deeper into the midden, due to the rocks and 
tough clay soil. A chisel would have been a more effective tool for excavation. The soils are very 
similar to those of another midden, 8Mr532. 
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 No surface artifacts were found, even in burrow backdirt. One chert scraper was recovered 
in the shovel test (Figure 36), along with secondary flakes, one secondary decortication flake, and 
some block shatter. It is possible that more of the flakes had cortex, but even after washing the 
artifacts, the gray clay and concreted material remained affixed to artifacts, obscuring them. Bone, 
probably both turtle and unidentified mammal, was recovered.  
 
Figure 36. Chert scraper recovered from Shovel Test 58. (Scale is in 2 cm increments). 
 
Only two pottery sherds were recovered, one sand-tempered plain body sherd and one sherd 
that appears to be net-impressed, possibly Alachua Net-Impressed (Figure 37). The midden was 
attributed to the Archaic period due to the stemmed points listed on the FMSF form, but if these 
artifacts were listed based on information from a different site (the one described in Abshire 1935), 
then the Archaic component may not be accurate. The net-impressed sherd suggests occupation by 
Alachua peoples during the late prehistoric period. Additionally, St. Johns Linear Check-Stamped is 
a St. Johns II diagnostic, also suggesting late prehistoric. The limestone-tempered sherd found by 
Summers, which could be Pasco Plain, is attributable to the Woodland period. Notably, Pasco series 
pottery is more common in west-central Florida, St. Johns ceramics from East Florida and Alachua 
from North-Central Florida.  
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Figure 37. Net-impressed sherd (right) and its positive impression (left) in a piece of fresh clay. 
 
Due to its isolated location that is very difficult to access during the dry season and nearly 
impossible to access during the rainy season, this site is unlikely to be impacted by human activities. 
If it will be impacted, archaeological investigation in the form of a Phase II site assessment should 
be conducted. This is the westernmost site in a series that may have significant research potential 
regarding late prehistoric occupation of the Silver River floodplain. 
Table 3. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr53. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2014-2015 
ST58, 0-80 cm  Alachua Net-Impressed body 
sherd, sand-tempered 
 1  6.7   
ST58, 0-80 cm  sand-tempered plain body 
sherd 
 1  2.7   
ST58, 0-80 cm  unidentified bone fragments  5  8.7  4 fossilized, probably turtle and 
mammal bone 
ST58, 0-80 cm  unifacial scraper  1  53.6  retouched on all sides 
ST58, 0-80 cm  secondary decort flake  1  3.5   
ST58, 0-80 cm  block shatter  8  21.7   
ST58, 0-80 cm  secondary flakes  18  54.2  lots of clay soil would not come 
off through washing, so cortex 
might be present on some of 
these. One appears to be non-
local chert 
ST58, 0-80 cm  chert-bearing limestone 
chunks 
 11  292.6  only a small sample of limestone 
was collected 
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Table 3. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Reported by Summers 2007 
surface  limestone-tempered (Pasco?) 
sherd(s) 
      
surface  flake(s)       
 
Baker 1990 
Mr533 (Mr53) 
surface 
 flakes  3    2 primary reduction (secondary 
decort), 1 secondary reduction 
Mr533 (Mr53) 
surface 
 unidentified long bone  1     
 
Reported in Hemmings 1975 
  snail shell      Viviparus and Pomacea varieties 
  St. Johns Linear Check-
Stamped pottery 
      
  sand-tempered plain pottery       
 
Goggin 1952 
    fragmented stemmed points   4         
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Silver Springs Site, 8Mr59 (aka Cavern Site) 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle map Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 6. 
Physiography: underwater cavern and ledge at the opening of one of the Silver Springs vents. 
Area: size unknown; pool at headspring is about 100 m by 70 m (328 by 230 ft.). 
Elevation: 35 ft. (10.7 m) below water surface. 
Stratigraphy: unknown; underwater site. 
Soils: unknown; submerged. 
Present Ground Cover: water; area surrounding the headsprings has been developed as a 
recreational facility with glass bottom boat docks located above the cavern and ridge. 
Discovery Method: diver collection; not relocated, but replotted since the underwater site was 
incorrectly plotted on land in the FMSF shapefiles. 
Time Period: Paleo-Indian, late prehistoric (Pasco), Seminole, 19th and/or 20th century; occupation 
of site is Paleo-Indian; later artifacts were dropped or eroded into the water. 
Integrity: likely high. 
Significance: high; eligible for listing in the National Register. 
Impacts: development of the area surrounding the springhead; collection by divers. 
Recommendations: preservation and avoidance; further research if the site will be impacted. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous):  
 The underwater prehistoric and historic site within the caves and caverns at the headsprings 
was discovered in 1949 when divers recovered prehistoric mammoth and mastodon bones where 
these animals were thought to have died (Neill 1964:26). Wilfred T. Neill (1952:33) described two 
rattles found in the headsprings with carved wooden handles and shakers made of seed pods and 
containing various seeds, including two castor beans, which are indigenous to Africa. Charlie 
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Cypress of the Seminole Tribe confirmed to Neill that they were not Seminole crafts. At the time of 
this article, pottery sherds, stone tools, and turtle, alligator, and extinct elephant remains had already 
been found in the headspring (Neill 1952:33). 
In 1953, divers were exploring the caverns at the headspring when they found additional 
prehistoric elephant remains, a human cranial fragment, a fragment of a chert tool (which may be 
part of a Suwannee point), and charcoal (Neill 1964:26-27). In a later article, Neill (1971:62) 
describes the chert tool fragment as “suggestive of the knife that accompanies Suwannee points at 
several sites;” he may have been referring to a Waller knife. 
 With the lower water level of the Pleistocene, the submerged cavern would have been a large 
open cave with a ledge outside overlooking the still deeper springhead basin (Neill 1964:27), which 
would have been a reliable water source attractive to Paleo-Indian populations in this cold, dry time. 
Neill (1964:27-28) and other divers conducted underwater archaeological survey looking for artifacts 
on that ledge buried underneath the sand, and collected quite a few, including a Paleo-Indian 
Suwannee (or Clovis) point. Neill (1964:17-18) used a broad definition of Suwannee for lanceolate 
points, calling some of them Clovis-like and others less so. Other artifacts were a bone/antler flake 
tool, bifacially and unifacially edged flakes, a utilized flake, a mastodon tooth fragment, a horse tooth 
fragment, a thin sheet of ivory, and chert flakes (Neill 1964:27-29). Neill noticed an association 
between Suwannee points and prehistoric elephant remains. He differentiated between submerged 
sites, suggesting that they were specifically kill sites, with terrestrial village sites having higher 
diversity of stone tool technology. 
 The first FMSF forms for the site were filled out by Neill and Goggin. At that time, the 
University of Florida Foundation owned the area around the headsprings, but it was managed by 
ABC Corporation. Goggin listed February of 1953 as a field date and that Pasco Cord-Marked 
sherds are curated at “U.F.A.L.,” the University of Florida Archaeological Laboratory. Glass 
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fragments, “chinaware fragments,” a Seminole potsherd, nails, pipestems, and gunflints are also 
listed on the form as artifacts found. Some artifacts (possibly some of those listed) were curated at 
the Ross Allen Reptile Institute, and some at the Florida State Museum (now the Florida Museum of 
Natural History) in Gainesville. These artifacts, with less antiquity, were not mentioned in the Neill 
article, which focused on the Paleo-Indian component. 
 Diver Richard Martin (also author of the book, Eternal Spring,) recovered additional artifacts 
during cave exploration, described and photographed by Neill (1971:62-65). Giant ground sloth 
bones that had been gnawed by rodents (suggesting that the area was dry when the bones were first 
deposited), a Clovis point, and a smoothed ovoid clubhead, concave on one side, were among the 
artifacts. Neill (1971:66) argued that the cavern mouth was the only access point, so humans must 
have brought the bones of megafauna, including a tusk, into the cave. 
 Thomas Hemmings (1975) briefly discussed the Silver Springs submerged site, which he 
called “The Cavern and Headspring,” in his article about the Paradise Park Site, which he called 
“The Silver Springs Site.” The artifacts from the underwater site curated in the Florida State 
Museum (Florida Museum of Natural History) include “a number of sherds from heavy net or fabric 
impressed globular jars, representing a ceramic type presently undescribed” (Hemmings 1975:152). 
He may have been referring to the Pasco Cord-Marked sherds that Goggin listed on the form. 
Hemmings (1975) also noted the mammoth, mastodon, and sloth bones found in the headspring. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
No field investigation was conducted during this investigation due to the submerged nature 
of the site (Figures 38 and 39).  
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Figure 38. Map of the Silver Springs Site. Note that the plot in the FMSF shows the site on the uplands and the revised plot 
places it underwater at the springhead. 
 
 
Figure 39. View from glass-bottom boats near the submerged Silver Springs site. A limestone overhang is in the right foreground 
and statues from a Sea Hunt episode are on the basin floor (bottom left). 
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Table 4. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr59. 
Provenience   Contents   Comments 
Reported on FMSF Form 
deep part of spring boil (sherds 
in UF Archaeology lab; 1953 
survey) 
 Pasco Cord-Marked   
deep part of spring boil (1953 
survey) 
 glass fragments   
deep part of spring boil (1953 
survey) 
 chinaware fragments   
deep part of spring boil (1953 
survey) 
 Seminole potsherd   
deep part of spring boil (1953 
survey) 
 nails   
deep part of spring boil (1953 
survey) 
 pipestems   
deep part of spring boil (1953 
survey) 
 gunflints   
     
Reported in Neill 1952 article 
headspring (Neill 1952 article)  2 rattles with carved wooden 
handles and shakers of seed pods, 
including castor beans 
 not of Seminole 
construction according to 
Charlie Cypress 
cavern at headspring (Neill 
1952) 
 turtle remains   
cavern at headspring (Neill 
1952) 
 alligator remains   
 
Reported in Neill 1964 article 
cavern at headspring (1949, 
documented in Neill 1964) 
 mammoth bones   
cavern at headspring (1949, 
documented in Neill 1964) 
 mastodon bones   
cavern fissure (1953, 
documented in Neill 1964) 
 large elephant tusk, also mammoth 
and mastodon bones 
  
cavern fissure (1953, 
documented in Neill 1964) 
 human cranial frag   
cavern fissure (1953, 
documented in Neill 1964) 
 chert tool frag, possibly Suwannee 
point 
  
cavern fissure (1953, 
documented in Neill 1964) 
 charcoal   
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Table 4. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   Comments 
ledge outside cavern; Neill 1960 
investigation documented in 
Neill 1964 
Suwannee point (Clovis point)   
ledge outside cavern; Neill 1960 
investigation documented in 
Neill 1964 
utilized flake made of animal 
material (horn?) 
  
ledge outside cavern; Neill 1960 
investigation documented in 
Neill 1964 
thick lithic spall with worked 
bifacial edge 
  
ledge outside cavern; Neill 1960 
investigation documented in 
Neill 1964 
thin spall with finely worked 
unifacial edge 
  
ledge outside cavern; Neill 1960 
investigation documented in 
Neill 1964 
utilized flake   
ledge outside cavern; Neill 1960 
investigation documented in 
Neill 1964 
fragment of mastodon tooth, outer 
surface 
  
ledge outside cavern; Neill 1960 
investigation documented in 
Neill 1964 
large horse molariform tooth   
ledge outside cavern; Neill 1960 
investigation documented in 
Neill 1964 
thin sheet of elephant ivory   
ledge outside cavern; Neill 1960 
investigation documented in 
Neill 1964 
10 spalls of flint (flakes)   
 
Reported in Hemmings 1975 article 
Hemmings 1975  "sherds from heavy net or fabric 
impressed globular jars 
 possibly Pasco cord-
marked? 
Hemmings 1975  sloth bones   
 
Reported in Neill 1971 article 
within cavern (Neill 1971 
article) 
 "broken flint artifact suggestive of 
the knife that accompanies 
Suwannee points" 
 Waller knife? 
Richard Martin collection 
(documented in Neill 1971) 
 bones from giant ground sloth 
(gnawed by rodents) 
  
Richard Martin collection 
(documented in Neill 1971) 
 projectile point, Clovis-like, fluted 
on one face 
  
Richard Martin collection 
(documented in Neill 1971) 
  smooth clubhead, ovoid shape     
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NN Site, 8Mr83 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 6. 
Physiography: upland on south bank of the Silver River; east of an artificial inlet (as mapped). 
Area: approximately 50 by 75 m (165 ft. by 250 ft.). 
Elevation: 40-50 ft. (12.2-15.2 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: no shovel testing within recorded site boundaries; ST105, the closest test, has the 
following stratigraphy: 0-4 cm 10 YR 3/1 very dark gray sand (humic); 4-8 cm 10 YR 5/4 yellowish 
brown sand; 8-100 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand. According to FMSF form: “dark sandy 
loam shot with shells.” 
Soils: Anclote-Tomoka complex, depressional (as plotted in FMSF). 
Present Ground Cover: hardwood-coniferous mixed forest. 
Discovery Method: surface inspection; did not find site to be distinct in current survey. 
Time Period: Paleo-Indian(?), St. Johns II, Alachua, Seminole(?), historic. 
Integrity: low-moderate. 
Significance: possibly high as part of a larger site. 
Impacts: dredging, development. 
Recommendations: the UF study, combined with our own, shows an unbroken scatter of artifacts 
encompassing 8Mr83. It is recommended that the site be subsumed into a single site, which includes 
8Mr93, 8Mr2195, and 8Mr1920. The larger site has research potential and any impacts should be 
preceded by archaeological survey. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
 In 1964 and 1965, Charles Fairbanks conducted a survey of the proposed Florida Cross-
State Canal, during which his crew recorded site 8Mr83. The site is not discussed in Fairbanks’ short 
121 
 
report, only listed as a St. Johns II and possibly Seminole site (Fairbanks 1965). According to the 
FMSF form, Goldbert, Peterson, and Thompson made up the field crew who recorded 8Mr83 “just 
east of Paradise Landing up a dredged run (fenced off) off Silver Springs Run.” 
 The site is called a possible midden with dark sandy loam filled with shells. It was located 
within a fire lane, making it easier to identify, and indicating what probably exposed it initially. 
Artifacts included three ironstone ceramic fragments, one crude St. Johns Check-Stamped sherd, 
one grit-tempered plain sherd, one small crude Tampa point, and 18 chert flakes. 
 In his article on the Paradise Park site (8Mr92), Hemmings (1975:153) explained that 8Mr83 
was discovered through surface inspection and “partly disturbed by a dredged run.” He suggested 
that it is where Neill’s “Suwannee knife” was found; this is the same one that Bullen described. 
Hemmings wrote about a Suwannee point found in the river near 8Mr83 as well; it is not clear 
whether this is the same point or a second one (Hemmings 1975:155). This site is similar in nature 
to 8Mr92 and 8Mr93 in that it has both ceramics and lithics in the aeolian sand deposited south of 
Silver Springs headsprings and the farthest upstream stretch of the Silver River. 
 O’Donoughue and Sassaman (2013) did not relocate site 8Mr83. They noted over one meter 
of fill in the vicinity of the site, probably from a dredged pool to the east. They suggested that the 
site could be farther to the east than it is plotted, or that it may have been destroyed (O’Donoughue 
and Sassaman 2013:8). Alternatively, there simply may be no break in the scatter of prehistoric 
artifacts south of the Silver River this close to Silver Springs. Mr83 may be subsumed into the vastly 
expanded 8Mr93. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
No break in artifact recovery was found between sites 8Mr83 (Figure 40), 8Mr93, 8Mr1920, 
and 8Mr2195. Therefore, current fieldwork covering this whole area will be discussed together, 
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allowing for all previous investigations to be detailed prior to current fieldwork for the combined 
sites. 
 
Figure 40. The recorded location of 8Mr83 (within the University of Florida project area). The site as currently plotted 
encompasses the majority of the mapped and combines sites 8Mr93, 8Mr2195, 8Mr1920, and 8Mr83.  
 
Table 5. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr83 (Previous Investigations). 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Comments 
1964 survey, surface  "ironstone" china fragments  3   
1964 survey, surface  crude St. Johns Check-Stamped sherd  1   
1964 survey, surface  grit-tempered plain sherd  1   
1964 survey, surface  small crude Tampa point     
1964 survey, surface  "Seminole?"    unclear what this designation 
means on the FMSF form 
1964 survey, surface   flint chips   18     
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Paradise Park Site, 8Mr92 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 6. 
Physiography: on a natural ridge in the uplands approximately 200 m (565 ft.) south of the Silver 
River; most of the site has been destroyed by a sand borrow pit. 
Area: 60 m (196 ft.) diameter or less. 
Elevation: 55-65 ft. (16.8-19.8 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: (based on previous investigations): top humic layer; approximate upper 70 cm 10 YR 
7/6 sand, becoming 10 YR 7/2 or 8/2 sand until about 1.60 m deep; lower clayey sand with seepage 
lines/lamellae; charcoal flecks throughout sand. Hemmings found a floor at approximately 4.3 m 
(131.1 cm) deep. 
Soils: Candler sand, 0-5% slopes. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed hardwood and coniferous forest, most of the site has been 
destroyed by a borrow pit. 
Discovery Method: local informant, shovel testing, unit excavation, surface collection; relocated 
with aid of local informant, surface reconnaissance. 
Time Period: Paleo-Indian; Early, Middle, and Late Archaic (Orange); Early Woodland (St. Johns I) 
and Middle Woodland. 
Integrity: low; recent investigations have found that most of the site has been destroyed. 
Significance: high; extremely significant as a stratified multi-component site with in-situ Archaic 
and Paleo-Indian occupation levels. 
Impacts: massive impacts from sand borrow pit use; remainder of site may have been excavated 
and it could be completely destroyed. 
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Recommendations: preservation and avoidance of the area is recommended. If any portion of the 
site remains, protection is extremely important. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
The Paradise Park site (8Mr92) was first recorded by H.A. Chamberlen in 1965 based on 
information from a 1952 field visit to the site by J.W. Griffin and R. P. Bullen. Wilfred Neill was 
listed as the informant. They described the location as 100 yards (91 m) from the Silver Springs Run 
(Silver River) to the northwest of the Paradise Park buildings. Paradise Park is a stratified site that 
was gradually being used for fill. The site extended down 5.5 feet (1.68 m) from the surface with two 
or three layers of charcoal. Materials collected seem to have been held at the Florida State Museum 
(#99884). Site 8Mr92 is called Silver Springs site in some publications, a confusing name since the 
submerged site in the headspring has the same name (the submerged site is sometimes called the 
Cavern Site). Both contain evidence of Paleo-Indian use of the area, so determining which site is 
being discussed in publications requires careful contextual reading. I refer herein to 8Mr92 as 
Paradise Park and to the historic African-American segregated resort as Paradise Park Resort 
(8Mr3746). 
 Wilfred Neill (1958) described the site location as “a wooded hill bordering Silver Springs 
Run” half a mile (0.8 km) downstream from the springhead. The sandhill was described as being 
similar to a dune created through aeolian processes with a series of clay and sand lamellae 
underneath, becoming sandier towards the top of the formation (Neill 1958:34). Neill and Bullen 
excavated the site between 1952 and 1955, and Neill presented on it at the 1953 Florida 
Anthropological Society meeting. Neill excavated 11 units, totaling about 500 sq. ft. (over 46 sq. m), 
from the top of the hill to 8 feet (2.44 m) in depth at the edge of where the hill had been cut away by 
workers who used it for fill. The sand extended for between 2.26 and 2.46 meters below the surface 
until the clay and sand lamellae. 
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 Neill found that the hill had been occupied intermittently over the course of centuries, 
leaving evidence of distinct stratified occupation levels. At about 7 inches (18 cm) depth, 
complicated-stamped pottery and chert artifacts were recovered. Lithic debitage and charcoal 
continued to be recovered, and then another level with abundant artifacts was found across the 
formation between 36 and 39 inches (91-99 cm). This level yielded chert, charcoal, cores, points, 
stone tools, and pottery sherds, including Dunn’s Creek Red type. A somewhat sparse Late Archaic 
occupation zone with Orange Incised pottery sherds, charcoal, a worked flake, and a projectile point 
base, and chert flakes was found between 44 and 45 inches (112-114 cm). Below that, at about 48-54 
inches (122-137 cm), a level with chert flakes, charcoal, and a large number of stone tools, including 
stemmed projectile points, drills, a scraper, a blade, and a pick-like tool. This was the highest density 
occupation zone and appears to be from a preceramic period. Charcoal, chert flakes, and the 
occasional stone tool were recovered below this zone through about 88 inches (223 cm) in depth, 
although recovery was minimal between 74-87 inches (188-221 cm). Around 67 inches (170 cm), a 
projectile point tip and spade-like tool consistent with Paleo-Indian technology were recovered. 
Then, between 88 and 93 inches (223-236 cm), a dense occupation level with flakes, charcoal, 
“Clovis-like projectile points, a chopper, utilized flakes, graver-like tools, a scraper, sandstone 
abraders” and some shell and possible concretion was found. Neill also refers to the “Clovis-like” 
projectile points as Suwannee points, but Dunbar and Doran confirm that they are in fact Clovis 
points based on the plates in Neill’s report (Dunbar, Doran, and Rink 2009:13). Thulman attempted 
to locate the collection from Neill’s excavation, but according to Neill’s son the materials seem to 
have been lost, sold, or stolen (Faught 2003:6). In addition to the Paleo-Indian artifacts found in 
situ, there were other more complete examples found in disturbed sand at the site where people 
have mined it for fill. Neill estimated that 90% of the site had been removed prior to his 
investigation. 
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 Neill made a distinction between the artifacts that were made from obviously local chert and 
those from a pink chert that he argues does not occur in the area of Silver Springs. Both types were 
found at site 8Mr92, although more of the local variety seems to appear in the deeper levels. 
“Claystone” also increased with depth, as did patination on artifacts. Neill mentioned that the site is 
in between the Silver River and a chert outcropping that prehistoric peoples quarried; this quarry 
may account for the persistent use of this site (Neill 1958:35). This site is incredibly important, 
having yielded distinct Early-Middle Woodland, Late Archaic, Middle Archaic, and Paleo-Indian 
occupations (Faught 2003:5; Neill 1958). Though the loss of such a large portion of the site is 
regrettable, the cut face allowed for an approximately 2.5 meter deep excavation along the cut. 
 In February and March of 1973, Thomas Hemmings (1975) of the Florida State Museum 
(now Florida Museum of Natural History) in Gainesville conducted an excavation at the Paradise 
Park site (8Mr92). Goals included examining and confirming the stratigraphy described by Neill, 
artifact sampling, investigating the paleosurfaces described by Neill, relocating the Paleo-Indian 
component, and searching to see if an even earlier cultural component was present. Hemmings 
excavated two units into the exposed wall of the borrow pit in arbitrary 6-inch levels. Hemmings’ 
units were near Neill’s “A” and “F” excavation blocks. Hemmings found ceramic-bearing levels in 
the top 4 ft. (1.22 m) of Test 1 and top 5 ft. (1.52 m) of Test 2, with Wakulla Check-Stamped and St. 
Johns pottery in the upper 2.5’ (76 cm), sand-tempered plain sherds (which Hemmings suggested 
may be Deptford) between 2.5 and 4.5 ft. (0.76-1.37 m), and Orange Plain and Orange Incised 
sherds between 3’ and 5’ (0.91-1.52 m). There were also some stone tools in the ceramic zones, but 
lithic tools and debitage increased below in the Archaic occupation deposits. Hemmings found a 
likely occupation floor at 4.3’ (1.31 m) in Test 1 but said that the earliest ceramic level seemed to be 
mixed with the Late Archaic in Test 2. Since Orange fiber-tempered pottery is a Late Archaic 
pottery type, this is actually not out of place. At the possible paleosurface, tools and flakes were lying 
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flat, such as two retouched microblades, 2 bifacial microtools, and a heat-treated microcore. 
Hemmings found a small amount of debitage lower in the tests, the lowest consisting of 2 flakes 
around 8.5’ (2.60 m). A portion of a fluted projectile point was recovered at about 5’ (1.52 m), but it 
may be out of context there. Hemmings characterized the site as a camp with some minor knapping 
activities, but with preserved occupation surfaces and stratified deposits. Artifact density is low, 
organics are not well preserved, and the Paleo component seemed to be sparser than later 
components and not visible across the entire landform, which, along with its depth, made it harder 
to investigate. 
 On December 15 and 17, 2003, Michael Faught and David Thulman visited the Paradise 
Park site, among other Paleo-Indian sites, in order to determine its potential for a dissertation 
research project. The research design involved exposing and analyzing the stratigraphy, collecting 
charcoal for radiocarbon dating, searching for additional diagnostic artifacts from the site, and 
mapping. They created a topographic map of the site with a total station, superimposing Neill’s and 
Hemmings’ previous excavations. They also shovel skimmed three slope trenches on the south and 
southeastern faces of the borrow pit, photographed them, and drew a profile of one. Another trench 
was started, but abandoned once it was determined that it was backfill, probably from Hemmings’ 
investigation. Soil samples were analyzed by the Florida Geological Survey and the formation was 
confirmed as a sand hill created by aeolian processes. Charcoal was collected but not radiocarbon-
dated since none of it could be confirmed as archaeological in nature, but may be from previous 
burn episodes or lightning strikes. The lamellae described by Neill and Hemmings were found in all 
trenches, but only two flakes were recovered. The soil was not screened, so it is possible that small 
chert flakes were missed, but recovery was surprisingly low. Based on initial inspection, the walls 
appeared to retain integrity, but Neill may have already excavated most of what remained of the site. 
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 In 2008, Dunbar, Doran, and Rink took Geoprobe cores at several Paleo-Indian sites, 
hoping to undertake optically stimulated luminescence (OSL) dating of sands. They addressed the 
fact that Neill presented his work at the 1953 Florida Anthropological Society meeting, but though 
he continued excavations for a few years, his article in 1958 does not differ greatly from the initial 
presentation. They argued that sand mining at the site may have continued after this time and the 
entire site may now be destroyed. Another possibility is that Neill fabricated his finds, as he was 
known for his practical jokes (Dunbar and Doran 2009:13-14). A core was taken, but as of the time 
of their report it had not been analyzed. Jack Rink was personally funding the OSL dating, and not 
all of the cores collected for this project were ever analyzed. The core is curated in BAR collections. 
No excavations were undertaken by Dunbar and Doran.  
 In 2013, O’Donoughue and Sassaman conducted systematic shovel testing of the former 
Paradise Park Attraction in anticipation of its incorporation into the Silver Springs State Park. It is 
unclear why they were doing relatively uncontrolled excavations, shovel tests, at known, fairly high-
density sites. In their shovel testing at the Paradise Park site (8Mr92), they recovered pottery and 
lithic artifacts as deep as one meter, but auguring deeper into their tests did not yield any further 
artifacts. Therefore, they were unable to assess a Paleo-Indian component. They did observe the 
lamellae reported by previous investigators and corrected the GPS location that was not accurately 
plotted in the FMSF (O’Donoughue and Sassaman 2013:7). 
Field Investigation(s) (Current):  
With the help of local expert Mickey Summers, I was able to relocate the Paradise Park site 
and borrow pit (Figure 41 and 42). There did not appear to be any new disturbance to the site, and 
work at the site over the last two decades has not been very productive. Based on O’Donoughue 
and Sassaman’s 25-meter interval grid of shovel tests in this area, the entirety of the area south of 
the headspring in the former Silver River Attraction is recorded as an extension of site 8Mr93. This 
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site now encompasses 8Mr92. Though detailed findings have yet to be published beyond a short 
management summary, it seemed that further shovel testing by our crew would only provide 
redundant information or damage any tiny portion of intact site that remains here. Only a controlled 
test unit large enough to reach the Paleo-Indian component 2.5 meters in depth, which is beyond 
the scope of this survey, would have the potential to provide sufficient data to justify further site 
destruction. No surface artifacts were collected, other than a modern hog skull taken for 
comparative collection purposes. Site location was corrected; the current site plot appears to 
coincide with a large pile of fill with visible stratigraphic layers. 
 
Figure 41. Map showing Mr92 in light purple where it is plotted by the FMSF, and the site relocated according to our 
coordinates during surface inspection outlined in pink. 
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Figure 42. Sloped bank at Paradise Park (8Mr92). 
Table 6. Materials Recovered, Site 8Mr92. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Comments 
Neill 1958 article (1952-1955 
excavations) 
      
surface, disturbed by borrow 
pit (Neill 1958) 
 Clovis-like projectile points and 
point fragments 
   2 complete, 2 broken 
surface, disturbed by borrow 
pit (Neill 1958) 
 sherds     
surface, disturbed by borrow 
pit (Neill 1958) 
 flint artifacts     
7 in (17.8 cm) deep, Unit D2  charcoal     
7 in (17.8 cm) deep, Unit D2  flint chips     
7 in (17.8 cm) deep, Unit E  charcoal     
7 in (17.8 cm) deep, Unit E  flint chips    some likely imported 
7 in (17.8 cm) deep, Unit E  Little Manatee Complicated 
Stamped sherd 
    
12 in (30.5 cm) deep, Unit F2  local flint chip  1   
16-17 in (40.6-43.2 cm) deep, 
Unit F2 
 charcoal     
16-17 in (40.6-43.2 cm) deep, 
Unit F2 
 flint chips    local 
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Table 6. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Comments 
25-27 in (63.5-68.6 cm) deep, 
Units D2 and F2 
 flint chips    local and 1 imported 
36-39 in (91.4-99.1 cm) deep, 
Units A2, A3, D2, E, F1, and 
F2 
 charcoal     
36 in (91.4 cm) deep, Units D2 
and A2 
 Dunn's Creek Red sherds  2   
36-37 in (91.4-99.1 cm) deep, 
Unit A2 
 broken projectile points  4  thin and flat 
38 in (96.5 cm) deep, Unit A3  complete projectile point  1  larger than others in 
same level 
38 in (96.5 cm) deep, Unit A3  broken leaflike knife  1  probable local origin 
37-39 in (94.0-99.1 cm) deep, 
Unit D2 
 fragmentary projectile points  2  one local, one 
imported 
37-39 in (94.0-99.1 cm) deep, 
Unit D2 
 utilized flake  1  imported 
37-39 in (94.0-99.1 cm) deep, 
Unit D2 
 triangular scraper  1  local origin 
37-39 in (94.0-99.1 cm) deep, 
Unit D2 
 large chert chunk  1  local origin, possible 
broken chopper or 
core 
39 in (99.1 cm) deep, Unit F1  probable cores  2   
38 in (96.5 cm) deep, Unit E  core  1   
36 in (91.4 cm) deep, Unit A3  edged chert fragment  1   
41-42 in (104.1-106.7 cm) deep, 
Unit F2 
 chert chips     
44 in (111.8 cm) deep, Unit F2  Orange Incised rim sherd  1   
44 in (111.8 cm) deep, Unit F1  worked flake  1   
44 in (111.8 cm) deep, Unit C  stem of projectile point  1   
44-45 in (111.8-114.3 cm) deep, 
Units B, C, D1, D2, E, F1, F2 
 charcoal     
44-45 in (111.8-114.3 cm) deep, 
Units B, C, D1, D2, E, F1, F2 
 scattered chips    one imported, most 
local 
48-54 in (121.9-137.2 cm) deep, 
all units 
 abundant chips    all local 
48-54 in (121.9-137.2 cm) deep, 
all units 
 charcoal     
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Table 6. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Comments 
50-51 in (127-129.5 cm) deep, 
Units F1 and C 
 stemmed projectile points (Middle 
Archaic) 
 3  local chert, rudely 
made, retouched 
52 in (132.1 cm) deep, Unit D1; 
48 in (121.9 cm) deep, Unit A2 
heart-shaped tools  2  local material 
54 in (137.2 cm), Unit F1  small drill  1  local material 
48 in (121.9 cm) deep, Unit E  large drill  1  made from flake, local 
material 
52 in (132.1 cm) deep, Unit C  large scraper, probably reworked 
from a broken pick or spade-like 
tool 
 1  local material 
49 in (124.5 cm) deep, Unit D2  broken enter section of large blade  1  poss. imported 
material 
51 in (129.5 cm) deep, Unit D2  broken end of pick-like tool  1  poss. imported 
material 
50 in (127 cm) deep, Unit D1  edged chert fragment  1   
48 in (121.9 cm), Unit C  large, heavy flint tool  1  similar tools found in 
disturbed sand on 
surface 
55-59 in (139.7-149.9 cm), 
Units A2, A3, A4, D2, E, F1, 
F2 
 scattered chips     
60-63 in (152.4-160.0 cm), Unit 
F2 
 projectile points  2  thick, heavy, crude 
60-63 in (152.4-160.0 cm), Unit 
F2 
 edged chert fragment  1  thick, heavy, crude 
60-63 in (152.4-160.0 cm), Unit 
E 
 large utilized flake  1   
60-63 in (152.4-160.0 cm), Unit 
F2 
 poss. rude hafted scraper  1  thick, heavy, crude 
64-65 in (162.6 cm-167.6 cm), 
Units A2, A3, A4, E, F2 
 charcoal     
64-65 in (162.6 cm-167.6 cm), 
Units A2, A3, A4, E, F2 
 scattered chips     
67 in (170.2 cm) deep, Unit F2  projectile point tip  1  well-made, Paleo? 
67 in (170.2 cm) deep, Unit F2  end of spade-like tool  1  well-made, Paleo? 
68-69 in (172.7-175.3 cm) deep, 
Units A3, A4, and F2 
 charcoal     
68-69 in (172.7-175.3 cm) deep, 
Units A3, A4, and F2 
 scattered chips     
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Table 6. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Comments 
70 in (177.8 cm) deep, Unit A3  large utilized flake  1   
70-74 in (177.8-188.0 cm) deep, 
Units A3, A4, B, F2 
 flint chips     
70-74 in (177.8-188.0 cm) deep, 
Units A3, A4, B, F2 
 charcoal     
77 in (195.6 cm) deep, Unit F1  large utilized chunk of flint  1   
81 in (205.7 cm) deep, Units F1 
and F2 
 a few chips     
88-93 in (223.5-236.2 cm) deep  charcoal     
88-93 in (223.5-236.2 cm) deep  flint chips     
90 in (228.6 cm) deep, Unit A1  point fragments, one base and one 
point missing base 
 2  Clovis-like 
89 in (226.1 cm) deep, Units A2 
and E 
point bases  2  Clovis-like 
93 in (236.2 cm) deep, Unit B  broken point  1  fossiliferous chert 
89-93 in (226.1-236.2 cm) deep, 
Units A1, A2, B, E, and F1 
 utilized flakes, 2 possible gravers  9  4 retouched, 5 with 
use-wear 
89-90 in (226.1-228.6 cm) deep, 
Unit A1 and F2 
 sandstone abraders  2   
89 in (226.1 cm) deep, Unit A1  chopping tool  1   
89 in (226.1 cm) deep, Unit A3  rude, plano-convex side scraper  1   
90 in (228.6 cm) deep, Unit A1  roughly pentagonal piece of fossil 
shell, possibly worked 
 1   
90 in (228.6 cm) deep, Unit A1  possible worked horse tooth, or 
concretion 
 1   
90 in (228.6 cm) deep, Unit A1  projectile point fragments (base 
and blade) 
 2   
       
Thomas Hemmings 1975 
(1973 excavation) 
   
0-1 ft. (0-30.5 cm), Test 1  stone tool  1   
0-1 ft. (0-30.5 cm), Test 1  debitage (unscreened)     
1-2 ft. (30.5-61.0 cm), Test 1  sherd  1  Wakulla Check-
Stamped or St. Johns 
Plain? 
1-2 ft. (30.5-61.0 cm), Test 1  debitage (unscreened)     
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Table 6. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Comments 
2-3 ft. (61.0-91.4 cm), Test 1  sherds  3  Wakulla Check-
Stamped, St. Johns 
Plain, or sand 
tempered plain, poss. 
Deptford(?) 
2-3 ft. (61.0-91.4 cm), Test 1  stone tools  2   
2-3 ft. (61.0-91.4 cm), Test 1  debitage  73   
3-4 ft. (91.4-121.9), Test 1  sherds  5  sand tempered plain, 
poss. Deptford, or 
Orange Plain or 
Incised(?) 
3-4 ft. (91.4-121.9), Test 1  stone tools  3   
3-4 ft. (91.4-121.9), Test 1  debitage  186   
4-5 ft. (121.9-152.4), Test 1  sherd  1  sand tempered plain, 
poss. Deptford, or 
Orange Plain or 
Incised(?) 
4-5 ft. (121.9-152.4), Test 1  stone tools   17  2 microtools 
4-5 ft. (121.9-152.4), Test 1  debitage  361   
5-6 ft. (152.4-182.9), Test 1  stone tools  6  2 microtools; fluted 
point fragment 
5-6 ft. (152.4-182.9), Test 1  debitage  204   
6-7 ft. (182.9-213.4 cm), Test 1  debitage  52   
7-8 ft. (213.4-243.8 cm), Test 1  debitage  12   
8-8.5 ft. (243.8-259 cm), Test 1  debitage  2   
0-1 ft. (0-30.5 cm), Test 2  stone tools  1   
0-1 ft. (0-30.5 cm), Test 2  debitage (unscreened)     
1-2 ft. (30.5-61.0 cm), Test 2  debitage (unscreened)     
2-3 ft. (61.0-91.4 cm), Test 2  stone tool  1   
2-3 ft. (61.0-91.4 cm), Test 2  debitage (unscreened)     
3-4 ft. (91.4-121.9), Test 2  debitage (unscreened)     
4-5 ft. (121.9-152.4), Test 2  sherds  7  sand tempered plain, 
poss. Deptford, or 
Orange Plain or 
Incised(?) 
4-5 ft. (121.9-152.4), Test 2  stone tools   3   
4-5 ft. (121.9-152.4), Test 2  debitage  395   
5-6 ft. (152.4-182.9), Test 2  stone tools   2   
5-6 ft. (152.4-182.9), Test 2  debitage  152   
6-7 ft. (182.9-213.4 cm), Test 2  debitage  47   
7-8 ft. (213.4-243.8 cm), Test 2  debitage  4   
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Table 6. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Comments 
Hemmings (alt format)       
upper 2.5 ft. (0-76.2 cm)  Wakulla Check-Stamped and St. 
Johns Plain sherds 
    
2.5-4.5 ft. deep (76.2-137.2 cm)  sand-tempered plainware 
(Deptford?) 
    
3-5 ft. deep (91.4-152.4 cm)  Orange Plain and Orange Incised 
sherds 
    
preceramic zone  heat-treated microcore  1  Late Archaic 
preceramic zone  retouched microblades  2  Late Archaic 
preceramic zone  bifacial microtool  1  Late Archaic 
1 from ceramic zone  projectile point tips  5   
ceramic zone  notched or tanged knife  1   
preceramic zone  irregular flake scraper  1   
preceramic zone  side scrapers  2   
preceramic zone  notched adze  1   
preceramic zone  end scraper  1   
preceramic zone  large biface fragment  1   
preceramic zone  drill base  1   
preceramic zone  fluted point midsection  1   
preceramic zone  large unifacial tool  1   
preceramic zone  bifacial preform  1   
preceramic zone  unifacial beaked tool  1   
preceramic zone  projectile point midsection  1   
       
Faught and Thulman 2003       
ST03-01, 0-100 cm   flakes   2     
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Impala Site, 8Mr93 
 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map Ocala East, FL 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 6 and Township 15S, Range 22 E, Section 1. 
Physiography: uplands along the south bank of the Silver Springs headsprings and along the south 
side of the Silver River. 
Area: 1434 m by 430 m, (as recorded prior to USF survey). Boundary extends from west and south 
of springhead to the eastern edge of the University of Florida project area on the south bank of the 
Silver River. 
Elevation: 40-70 ft. (12.2-21.3 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: varies. 
Soils: Adamsville sand, 0-5% slopes; Electra sand, 0-5% slopes; Candler sand, 0-5% slopes; Tavares 
sand, 0-5% slopes; Arents. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed hardwood and coniferous forests, hammocks, xeric pine forest. 
Discovery Method: surface collection, shovel testing, informant interview. 
Time Periods: Paleo-Indian, Archaic, Woodland, Late Prehistoric, Seminole, historic. 
Integrity: variable; some parts are very highly disturbed and others seem to have integrity. 
Significance: likely significant. Very large site encompassing many previously recorded sites. 
Impacts: past and present park amenity and road construction, historic dumping and sand borrow 
activities, erosion. 
Recommendations: preserve wherever possible. Any ground disturbance should be preceded by an 
archaeological investigation, which should include deep excavation since artifacts are known to be 
found as deep as 2.5 m in some areas of the site (such as the Paradise Park site, 8Mr92, 
encompassed by Mr93). 
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Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
 The initial site form for 8Mr93 was completed by H.A. Chamberlen in July 1965, for the field 
party of John W. Griffin and Ripley P. Bullen in March 1952. Wilfred T. Neill is listed on the form 
for referring them to the site, which they did not name. They indicate that it is located “about 50 
yards [45.7 m] back from road where ditches [were] dug for garbage disposal.” It is also described as 
parallel to and about 100 yards (91.4 m) away from Silver Springs Run. 
 Thomas Hemmings briefly described site 8Mr93 in his article about the Paradise Park site 
(8Mr92). He explained that it was discovered based on surface reconnaissance of the south bank of 
the river. The area was disturbed heavily by a construction project in 1973 and 1974 and had been 
filled and landscaped at the time of his writing in 1975. Collections in the Florida State Museum 
(Florida Museum of Natural  History) included sherds from a St. Johns Linear Check-Stamped 
tetrapodal vessel and large and very well-made chert blades which were collected on the surface after 
bulldozing, which exposed flakes at 4 ft. (1.22 m) deep (Hemmings 1975:153).  
 In 2002, Martin Dickinson and Lucy Wayne of SouthArc, Inc. conducted a cultural resource 
assessment survey of a four-acre parcel on the south side of the Silver River slated for a tourist train 
line, bridge, and elevated boardwalk. The tract was adjacent to an artificial canal and approximately 
75 meters from the river. At the time of the survey, it housed animal cages for the Jungle Cruise 
park ride and a barn. Dickinson and Wayne excavated 25 shovel tests on a 25 meter grid and found 
artifacts in all shovel tests. Artifacts included a large amount of lithic debitage, some thermally 
altered, lithic tools such as biface fragments (possible Marion and/or Putnam points), blades, a 
possible burin, and a core. Pottery types included Orange, Deptford Check-Stamped, St. Johns 
Check-Stamped, and sand-tempered plain sherds. Historic artifacts such as bakelite (a form of 
plastic), window glass, bottle glass, stoneware, ironstone, tin can fragments, a fence staple, and a 
brass wood screw were found. This site was recorded as an extension of Site 8Mr93, but SouthArc, 
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Inc. named it Impala site (maybe for the zoo animals at the site; Dickinson and Wayne 2002).  
 Jason O’Donoughue and Kenneth Sassaman (2013) from the University of Florida conducted 
a survey of the former Silver Springs Attraction property that is now owned and managed as part of 
Silver Springs State Park. They conducted systematic shovel tests at 25-meter intervals across the 
entire property and, finding that artifacts were present in variable densities throughout the area, they 
recorded the entire surveyed area south of the springhead as an extension of site 8Mr93. Higher 
densities were found on the southwestern segment of the project area (closest to the springhead) 
and density decreased with distance from the river. As such, the Impala site (8Mr93) now 
encompasses the recorded locations for sites 8Mr92 and 8Mr83 as well. At the present time, only a 
management summary of the survey is available in the FMSF and the form for 8Mr93 has not been 
updated. 
 In 2014, SouthArc, Inc. was contracted to conduct archaeological monitoring of various 
ground disturbing activities for improvements within Silver Springs State Park. During demolition of 
structures and construction of a lift station, a stormwater retention area, and utility lines in the boat 
maintenance area, and construction of other roads and utility lines, portions of site 8Mr93 were 
observed and the site boundaries expanded. Artifacts include lithic debitage, utilized flakes, a Marion 
point and base, an Orange Plain sherd, and minor historic artifact recovery including a Herty cup 
(for gathering pine resin). Middle and Late Archaic period occupations are suggested in this area 
(Wayne and Dickinson 2014:20-35). 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 No break in artifact recovery was found between sites 8Mr83, 8Mr93 (Figure 43), 8Mr1920, 
and 8Mr2195. Therefore, current fieldwork covering this whole area will be discussed together under 
a combined site description, allowing for all previous investigations to be detailed prior to current 
fieldwork for the combined sites. 
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Figure 43. Site 8Mr93 is shown in light purple as currently plotted in the FMSF. The hatched area represents the project area 
of the University of Florida 2013 survey that has not been fully documented in the FMSF. The entirety of the surveyed area 
south of the Silver River was included as an expanded boundary of site 8Mr93. 
 
Table 7. Materials recovered, 8Mr93 (Previous Investigations). 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
SouthArc 2014 monitoring 
south of boathouse  secondary flakes  5  51.1  1 thermally altered 
south of boathouse  tertiary flakes  86  282.2  44 thermally altered 
south of boathouse  utilized flake/scraper  1  6.8   
south of boathouse  Marion point basal portion  1  13.8  thermally altered 
south of boathouse  Orange Plain sherd  1  17.1   
south of boathouse  plain ironstone plate sherd  1  3.6   
south of boathouse  Herty cup fragment  1  17.9   
south of boathouse  coal  1  5.7   
roads/utility corridors  secondary flakes  6  37.1  2 thermally altered 
roads/utility corridors  tertiary flakes  44  129.9  20 thermally altered 
roads/utility corridors  unidentified point, distal half  1  14.9   
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Table 7. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
roads/utility corridors  Marion point  1  24   
roads/utility corridors  preform  1  25.4   
roads/utility corridors  possible preform, bifacial  1  2.3   
roads/utility corridors  possible unifacial scraper  1  78.8   
roads/utility corridors  Coca-Cola bottle  1  391.4  1950s-1960s 
roads/utility corridors  large mammal phalanx  1  23.5   
 
O'Donoughue and Sassaman 2013 
near Paradise Park  historic bottles       
near Paradise Park  historic ceramics       
near Paradise Park  brick and concrete       
general  lithic debitage      formal tools may have 
been found too but 
details are lacking 
SouthArc 2002 survey 
SouthArc project area  flakes or flake fragments  1666    1588 thermally altered 
SouthArc project area  lithic shatter  410    365 thermally altered 
SouthArc project area  unident. biface fragments  8    thermally altered 
SouthArc project area  Putnam/Marion point stem  1    thermally altered 
SouthArc project area  Archaic/Marion point stem  1    thermally altered 
SouthArc project area  biface fragment, point or 
knife 
 1    thermally altered 
SouthArc project area  blade  4    thermally altered 
SouthArc project area  core  1    expended or possible 
anvil stone 
SouthArc project area  utilized flakes  3    thermally altered 
SouthArc project area  possible burin  1    thermally altered 
SouthArc project area  unident. tool  1    thermally altered 
SouthArc project area  Orange eroded sherd  1     
SouthArc project area  Deptford Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
SouthArc project area  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
SouthArc project area  sand-tempered plain rim 
sherds 
 7     
SouthArc project area  fine sand-tempered plain 
sherds 
 4     
SouthArc project area  bakelite fragment  1     
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Table 7. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
SouthArc project area  window/flat clear glass  5     
SouthArc project area  amber bottle glass  1     
SouthArc project area  amethyst bottle glass  1     
SouthArc project area  clear bottle glass  11     
SouthArc project area  ironstone, plain sherd  1     
SouthArc project area  salt-glazed stoneware, white-
slipped interior sherd 
 1     
SouthArc project area  tin can fragments  38     
SouthArc project area  fence staple  1     
SouthArc project area  brass wood screw  1     
 
Hemmings 1975 article 
surface(?)  St. Johns Linear Check-
Stamped tetrapodal vessel 
fragments 
      
surface(?)  large, exceptionally well-made 
chert blades 
     
surface(?)   lithic debitage             
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Silver River Mammoth Site (Guest Mammoth Site), 8MR130 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8; UTM Zone 17 401320E, 3230680N. 
Physiography: within the Silver River, eroding out of the south bend; a deeply buried former 
stream channel cuts through the site. 
Area: approximately 40 by 80 m (131 by 262 ft.). 
Elevation: 3 m (9.8 ft.) below surface of the Silver River, which is approx. 35-40 ft. (10.7-12.2 m) 
above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: (from Hoffman 1983): 1.5 m of mucky marl (thin layers of marls with varied colors/ 
consistencies over cross-bedded formation of light brown muck and vegetative matter); 10-20 cm 
thick stratum of finely crushed shell with bones, hardpan below. 
Soils: N/A; underwater. 
Present Ground Cover: submerged in the Silver River; bordered by cypress swamp vegetation. 
Discovery Method: discovered by a recreational diver; not relocated in current survey due to 
submerged location. 
Time Period: Paleo-Indian; Woodland (St. Johns). 
Integrity: may be low; not relocated during recent study by Morgan Smith. 
Significance: high; association of prehistoric proboscidean remains with Paleo-Indian artifacts. 
Impacts: erosion, especially from boat traffic; development of nearby banks may impact. 
Recommendations: preserve and avoid any bottom disturbance or disturbance of the adjacent 
riverbanks; protection from divers. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
The Guest Mammoth site was named for George William Guest, a local diver who first 
found the mammoth bones exposed eroding from the south bank of the Silver River and alerted 
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avocational archaeologist and diver Ben Waller to the find (Hoffman 1983:83). Waller, geologist 
H.K. Brooks, and archaeologist Charles Hoffman conducted excavations between 1973 and 1978. 
The crew exposed the remains of at least three mammoths, along with bison, large cat, deer, turtle, 
and alligator bone. Chert flakes were present in these remains, but deeper in the marl below the 
mammoth remains were more artifacts. A small point lacking a stem was found near a mammoth’s 
right femur, and more flakes below it. Mapping, photography, and taking core samples for analysis 
were part of the investigation. Deeper within the marl formation, researchers discovered a relict 
stream bed crossing. Considerably higher than the mammoth remains, a pottery-bearing component 
of a site was present, as the team recovered a nearly square St. Johns Incised bowl. Hoffman and 
Brooks seem to have had a methodological dispute, as Hoffman enlisted another geologist, Richard 
H. Hevly, to analyze the cores. Additionally, Brooks would not share the radiocarbon dates from the 
mammoth bone that was collected; after inquiries to the dating facility, Hoffman found that the 
mammoth bone collagen yielded a date of 9840 +/- 190 B.P. (given the year, this is probably an 
uncalibrated date; using Calpal online, a 1-sigma calibrated date is cal. BP: 10964 – 11669, clearly 
within Clovis times). Hoffman (1983) mentions an upcoming work discussing the site further, but it 
may not have been published. 
 A graduate student, Sandra Rayl (1974), wrote her master’s thesis on the site and provided a 
preliminary report which is curated at the FMSF. She noted that there was 8 feet (2.4 m) of soil 
above the mammoth remains. Along with the projectile point, several of the flakes found in 
association with the mammoth remains showed use-wear and some of the bones exhibited signs of 
butchering. There was no evidence of marrow extraction, but the fact that bones were disarticulated 
suggests butchering as well. However, most of the bones had irregular breaks consistent with post-
mortem fracture. Faunal analysis indicated that a juvenile Columbian mammoth estimated to be 8 
years old, a Columbian mammoth calf probably about one year old, turtle, alligator, fish, bird, deer, 
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large cat, otter, and horse remains were recovered at the Guest Mammoth site in the first couple of 
field seasons (Rayl 1974:17-19).  
 Judith Hart, then a graduate student of Hoffman’s at Northern Arizona University, wrote a 
short note on bone pins recovered between December of 1972 and June of 1973. The two complete 
pins have points on each end, are asymmetrical, and were constructed from the trabeculate bone of 
split deer metapodials. The pins were finished by smoothing and discolored at the ends, which Hart 
attributed potentially to hafting. The precise stratigraphic context of the pins was not clear since they 
were found while removing the soil above the proboscidean remains (Hart 1974). 
 Thomas Hemmings (1975) also addressed the Guest Mammoth site in his article on the 
Paradise Park site (8Mr92). He says that the site, about 2 miles down the Silver River from the 
headspring, was located on “a marked erosional unconformity in the marl sequence,” a soil type that 
occurs at and near the riverbed across much of the park (Hemmings 1975:153). Hemmings 
discussed the small fluted Suwannee-like point and disarticulated remains of the young Columbian 
mammoth discussed above. He also mentioned a Bolen Beveled point found in the riverbed near 
8Mr130. Another mammoth’s remains were found upstream from the Guest Mammoth site and 
Pleistocene horse and tapir bones were found downstream from the site (Hemmings 1975:155). 
Hemmings was on site to assist with excavations in 1973. 
 Graduate student Morgan Smith attempted to relocate the Guest Mammoth Site in 2014. 
Smith gave a presentation on the site at the recent First Floridians, First Americans Conference held 
in Monticello, Florida (just east of Tallahassee). He located Hoffman’s field notes, some of the 
Guest Mammoth artifacts, reconstructed what was known about the site, and likely located 
Hoffman’s old excavation unit using side-scan sonar remote sensing techniques. He believes the site 
was an actual kill site, but the precise age of the site remains a mystery. Smith (2015) also suggested 
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that the Silver River may not have existed as such during Paleo-Indian times. The location of the 
Guest Mammoth site may have been an isolated waterhole.  
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
Both because the Guest Mammoth site (Figure 44) is submerged and because it was recently 
investigated, no fieldwork was conducted during our survey. 
Figure 44. Guest Mammoth site (8Mr130) shown within Silver River and backswamp, along with its relation to nearby sites 
8Mr53, Mr1922, and Mr3266. 
 
Table 8. Materials Recovered, Site 8Mr130. 
Provenience   Contents   N.    Comments 
January 1973 study  mammoth remains; juvenile and 
calves 
 3  one fairly complete 
January 1973 study  bison bones or bone frags     
January 1973 study  large cat bones or bone frags     
January 1973 study  deer bones or bone frags     
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Table 8. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.    Comments 
January 1973 study  turtle bones or bone frags     
January 1973 study  alligator bones or bone frags     
January 1973; found in 
mammoth rib area 
 tiny thinning chert flakes     
summer 1973  mammoth bone     
summer 1973; near 
proximal end of 
mammoth right femur 
 small stemless point    blue or white chert, fluted, 
Suwannee-like 
summer 1973; in ribs 
and vertebral area 
 chert flakes, some utilized    blue or white chert 
3rd field season  alligator and turtle bone     
4th field season; stratum 
well above bone bed 
 St. Johns Incised bowl    roughly square in shape, 
divided down center 
(Rayl 1974)  fish bones     
(Rayl 1974)  bird bones     
(Rayl 1974)  otter bones     
(Rayl 1974)  horse bones     
1972-1974 overburden 
removal (Hart 1974) 
 bone pins, two complete and four 
fragmentary 
 6  bi-pointed, asymmetrical, 
made of deer metapodials 
found in stream near 
site (Hemmings 1975) 
  Bolen Beveled point   1     
 
  
147 
 
Silver River #2 Site, 8Mr532 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: upland ridge along a possible relict river channel; approximately 200 m south of a 
bend in the Silver River; directly east of River Trail. 
Area: approximately 50 m (164 ft.) diameter. 
Elevation: 40-45 ft. (12.2-13.7 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: 0-19 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clay; 19-60 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown clay; 66-100 cm 10 
YR 7/2 light gray clay. 
Soils: Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded. 
Present Ground Cover: hardwood forest, including cedar and oak. 
Discovery Method: initial discovery through local informant; relocation through surface collection 
and shovel testing. 
Time Period: Mid-Late Archaic; Orange; late prehistoric (Alachua). 
Integrity: moderate-high. 
Significance: potentially high. 
Impacts: bioturbation from burrowing animals, erosion, potentially impacted by adjacent trail. 
Recommendations: preservation and avoidance; Phase II testing if the site will be impacted. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
Silver River #2 was first recorded by Danny Clayton during a CARL survey on March 30, 
1984, with Jim Buckner listed as a local informant. Clayton recovered shell and nine artifacts, 
including fiber-tempered (Orange) pottery sherds and a Mid-Late Archaic projectile point during 
selective surface collection. Artifacts are curated with the Bureau of Archaeological Research (then 
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the Division of Archives, History, and Records Management, DAHRM). Other than erosion, 
Clayton judged that the site was relatively undisturbed.  
 Summers (2006) visited the site to complete a condition assessment and found that 
burrowing animals appeared to be the only disturbance. Lithic debitage and shell are checked on the 
Archaeological Short Form. Summers remembered finding a Bolen point here, possibly double-
beveled. 
 Collins et al. (2010:217) relocated site Silver River #2 and corrected the location coordinates 
with sub-meter accuracy GPS, but did not conduct any subsurface investigation of the shell midden. 
Her coordinates were not published in the report. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 Even though it was located immediately adjacent to the trail, the rise and the midden 
(Figures 45 and 46) were totally obscured by vegetation and therefore not noticeable from the trail. 
This site was located on what is probably a natural ridge or terrace that may have overlooked the 
river when occupied. There were several gopher tortoise burrows at this mounded area and the crew 
collected some very large lithic flakes from the surface at the base of the rise where they had fallen 
down the slope with the burrow backdirt. 
 
Figure 45. Slope at Silver River #2 site. Note animal burrow at top right and shell eroding out. 
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Figure 46. Map of Silver River #2 Site (8Mr532). The FMSF plot is in purple and corrected plot based on fieldwork is 
outlined in pink. 
 
 Shovel Test 11 (Figure 47) was excavated near the top of the rise on the south side. The 
shovel test exhibited many large roots and very rocky and clayey soil. The topsoil was black clayey 
loam, and a thick and compact grayish brown clay lay below; it was very difficult to dig and screen. 
Ceramics, lithic debitage, shell, bone, and fish scales were recovered. The test was left open 
overnight, at about 50 cm depth, and it required the entire next day to excavate down 100 cm. 
Artifacts recovery was much less dense in the bottom 50 cm. Only a sample of the rock and shell 
from the test was collected. Much of the material may be heavily concreted shell that now had a 
stone-like quality. The clay was too tough to penetrate with the coring tool without damaging it.  
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Figure 47. Shovel Test 11, note dark midden above concreted rocky clay. 
 
 Ceramics recovered from Shovel Test 11 included a grog-and-limestone tempered Pasco 
sherd (Figure 48) and Alachua Cob-Marked sherds (Figure 49). In addition to the typical lithic 
debitage, several potential cores or core tools (Figure 50) were recovered. Many of the flakes also 
appear to have been used as expedient tools, including a potential graver (Figure 51). A large 
probable adze (Figure 52) was found during surface collection as well. 
   
Figure 48. Grog-and-limestone-tempered sherd.  Figure 49. Alachua Cob-Marked sherds. 
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Figure 50. Probable core tool.       Figure 51. Possible graver.  
   
 
Figure 52. Probable adze. 
 
Table 9. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr532. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2014-2015 
surface collection  secondary flakes with retouch, 
expedient tools 
 2  21.3   
surface collection  secondary decort flake with 
use-wear 
 1  25.2  minor inconclusive use-wear 
surface collection  primary decort flake  1  6.0   
ST11, 0-50 cm  grog-and-limestone-tempered 
plain body sherd (Pasco Plain?) 
 1  11.8  prob. Pasco Plain 
ST11, 0-50 cm  Alachua Cob-Marked (sand-
tempered) body sherds 
 2  9.5   
ST11, 0-50 cm  secondary flake with retouch  1  3.4   
ST11, 0-50 cm  secondary flakes  3  8.5   
ST11, 0-50 cm  secondary decort flakes  2  3.4   
ST11, 0-50 cm  primary decort flake  1  10.9   
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Table 9. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST11, 0-50 cm  prob core  1  69.7  could be block shatter 
ST11, 0-50 cm  chert or limestone chunks  3  74.6   
ST11, 0-50 cm  shell and shell frags  4  2.1  3 gastropods, 1 bivalve 
ST11, 0-50 cm  unidentified bone frags  5  1.0  one turtle carapace 
ST11, 0-50 cm  prob. sweet gum tree seedpod  1  0.7  modern 
ST11, 0-50 cm  charcoal  1  5.2  vial 
ST11, 0-50 cm  charcoal  1  0.6  vial 
surface  large steeply flaked possible 
adze/woodworking tool with 
cortex 
 1  188.2   
surface  possible core tool, cortical  1  76.9   
surface  probable core, cortical on one 
side 
 1  177.3   
surface  secondary decort flake, 
retouched, possible graver 
 1  18.8   
surface  secondary flakes  2  16.8   
surface  block shatter  1  8.0   
ST11, 50-100 cm  secondary flake  1  2.6   
ST11, 50-100 cm  prob fossilized turtle carapace  1  3.4   
ST11, 50-100 cm  limestone chunks  23  227.1   
ST11, 50-100 cm  possible shell  1  1.7  fizzed with HCl 
ST11, 50-100 cm  sandstone pebble  1  0.4   
ST11, core, 100-
160 cm 
 limestone pebble  1  0.5   
 
Reported by Clayton 
surface collection  mid-late Archaic projectile 
point 
 1     
surface collection  fiber-tempered pottery sherd(s)      
surface collection  unspecified lithics       
surface collection  secondary flakes with retouch, 
expedient tools 
 2  21.3   
surface collection  secondary decort flake with 
use-wear 
 1  25.2   
surface collection   primary decort flake   1   6.0     
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F65 Site, 8Mr1081 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 6. 
Physiography: forested uplands at the periphery of sandhill environment. 
Area: about 40 by 20 m (66 by 131 ft.). 
Elevation: approximately 65 ft. (19.8 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: unknown; did not dig in disturbed soils. 
Soils: Candler sands, 0-5% slopes. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed hardwood and pine forest; sandy disturbed area with cogon grass 
and less foliage is nearby to the southeast. 
Discovery Method: informant interview; relocation with informant interview and surface 
inspection. 
Time Period: mid to late twentieth century. 
Integrity: low, area highly disturbed by animal burials. 
Significance: none. 
Impacts: the animal burials themselves have impacted the pre-existing prehistoric site that extends 
through the area (8Mr93). 
Recommendations: remove from the FMSF to prevent further confusion; no protection necessary. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous):  
A site named F65, 8Mr1081, was recorded by Archaeological Consultants, Inc. (ACI) during 
a county-wide survey of Marion County in 1987. The site was designated as a burial mound located 
about 150 meters from the Silver River south of 8Mr33. Archaeologists did not visit the site, but 
rather recorded it based on information provided by William Franklin (Almy et. al., 1987). 
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 In 2010, Collins et al. from USF found mounded areas containing bone from exotic animals 
that died at the former Silver Springs attraction. They found this “animal bone yard” within 200 
meters of the reported coordinates for site 8Mr1081 and believe that Franklin may have mistaken it 
for a burial mound. No other candidate for a burial mound was found during USF field 
reconnaissance (Collins et. al. 2010:217). 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 Summers showed me the location of site 8Mr1081 (Figures 53 and 54) and confirmed 
Collins’ determination that it was a burial area for the carcasses of zoo animals. The surrounding 
area is also very disturbed from many episodes of refuse dumping. The mounds in no way resemble 
prehistoric earthworks and the depressions adjacent to each mound were clearly dug with heavy 
machinery. Mr1081 should be removed from the FMSF to prevent further reproduction of 
misinformation. This demonstrates the potential problems resulting from recording sites without 
making field visits. 
 
Figure 53. 8Mr1081 showing mounded areas where zoo animals are buried. 
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Figure 54. Map showing 8Mr1081 with the original “GV” plot in the FMSF and the revised location pinpointed. The new 
location is not included in the “New Site Boundaries” layer since it is not an archaeological site. 
 
Materials Recovered: 
No materials previously recovered; recorded on the basis of informant report only. 
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Franklin 15 Site, 8Mr1082 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 6. 
Physiography: uplands on north bank of Silver River and headsprings, west of Half-Mile Creek. 
Area: irregular area from headspring to at least 1.1 km east-west along the north bank of the Silver 
River and extending at least 900 m north of the river (beyond the park’s northern boundary). 
Elevation: 45-60 ft. (13.7-18.3 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: (ST101) 0-20 cm 10 YR 4/1 dark gray sand with humus; 20-90 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale 
brown sand and 10 YR 5/4 yellowish brown sand; 90-100 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sand. 
Soils: Adamsville sand, 0-5% slopes; Apopka sand, 0-5% slopes; Udalfic Arents; Bluff sandy clay, 
frequently flooded; Candler sand, 0-5% slopes; Holopaw sand; Placid sand, depressional. 
Present Ground Cover: developed and landscaped land, also mixed hardwood and pine forest, 
weedy ground cover, swamp to the east and river to the south. 
Discovery Method: informant interview initially, later shovel testing and surface survey associated 
with various cultural resource management projects; shovel testing to relocate. 
Time Period: Middle Archaic (Hillsborough point); Late Archaic (Orange ceramics; Levy, Marion, 
and Hernando points); Woodland (Pasco; St. Johns) late prehistoric (Pasco; St. Johns; grog-
tempered; Pinellas point); American nineteenth (?) and twentieth century. 
Integrity: low-moderate within park boundaries. 
Significance: moderate to high. 
Impacts: large amount of development in area. 
Recommendations: preservation and avoidance of additional ground disturbance. 
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Field Investigation(s) (Previous):  
 Franklin 15 was first recorded by Archaeological Consultants, Inc. based on the informant 
report of the late William Franklin. He indicated that it was a Seminole site with a surface 
expression. Very little information about the site was included on either the form or in the report 
(Almy et. al. 1987). 
 In 2008, Southeastern Archaeological Research, Inc. (SEARCH) conducted a cultural 
resource assessment survey as part of a study in anticipation of widening SR40 adjacent to Silver 
Springs State Park. The corridor was not more than 100 meters from the original centerline of SR40 
but included proposed pond locations. Franklin 15 was present within a portion of the corridor, the 
Monster Pond, and the FPC-R1C pond. Pasco Plain, Pasco Check-Stamped, Pasco Fingernail 
Punctate, and St. Johns Plain sherds were recovered from the proposed pond FPC-R1C area, which 
is north of SR40 (outside of the park). Cores or core fragments, an unfinished early stage biface, 
biface fragments, utilized flakes, a possible worked limestone fragment, and lithic debitage make up 
the prehistoric lithic assemblage. Historic and modern brick, glass, rubber, ceramics, and metal 
artifacts were recovered; there was a large amount of this material in the Monster Pond area, also 
north of SR40 but close to Silver Springs. SEARCH did not believe the site to be eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (Chambless 2008). 
 In 2009, SouthArc, Inc. conducted a Phase I survey of the proposed Silver Springs Retention 
Pond, also on the north side of SR40 and outside of the park boundaries. They found a lithic scatter 
extending across the majority of the parcel with a greater abundance in the southwest portion closest 
to Silver Springs. The assemblage also included eight stone tools, including a retouched flake, two 
choppers, a uniface, a projectile point, a projectile point fragment, a preform, a preform fragment, 
and a core. Unidentified pottery was tempered with grog, sand and grit, and sand. There was also an 
extensive historic component with glass, ceramics, metal, architectural materials, and other 
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miscellaneous refuse, much of which was probably dumped here. SouthArc initially recorded the site 
as 8Mr3519 but it was revised as an extension of site Franklin 15 (Belcourt et. al. 2009). 
 In 2013, O’Donoughue and Sassaman, in their Phase I survey of the former Silver Springs 
Attraction, extended the boundaries of site Franklin 15 to cover most of the project area north of 
the Silver River. Artifacts were not found in the southeastern portion of their north parcel which 
was low-lying and wet, but they noted that the site could be present deeper than they were able to 
excavate. Additionally, there were areas of fill adjacent to the Silver River that were deeper than a 
meter. One shovel test on the southwestern side of the parcel yielded a human molar and partial 
maxilla within a modern fill layer. Unfortunately, the management summary does not include a 
description of the artifacts found at this site, only a few examples of the points and sherds found in 
the survey more generally (O’Donoughue and Sassaman 2013). 
 Also in 2013, SEARCH surveyed additional possible pond areas associated with widening SR 
40. A portion of the pond designated FPC-RC1 had previously been tested and found to contain a 
portion of site Franklin 15. Additional testing in this area yielded another sherd of Pasco Plain 
pottery, some unidentified sherds, bone, and lithic debitage. Two other sites containing lithic 
debitage were also recovered in this area; it is not clear why they were not considered part of 
Franklin 15. Regardless, this area is north of SR 40 and outside of the park area (Chambless 2013). 
 In 2014, SouthArc, Inc. conducted archaeological monitoring during demolition and 
removal of structures, paved surfaces, and utility and water line removal and installation to 
document any archaeological resources that would be impacted by the ground disturbance. During 
monitoring of the road and utility line removal and construction and the upland former zoo area, 
prehistoric artifacts from the Franklin 15 site were recovered (Wayne and Dickinson 2014:28-44). 
Lithic debitage was found in both areas, and a possible hammerstone, tool preform, and reworked 
Marion point with a missing tip was found in the north parking lot area. During demolition of the 
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zoo structures, including a bear enclosure and moat, a Hillsborough point, a Levy point, two 
probable preforms, and a utilized flake were recovered in addition to lithic debitage, most of which 
was thermally-altered. Monitoring expanded the site boundaries. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 Since Franklin 15 (Figure 55) was initially recorded, the boundaries have been greatly 
expanded, especially as it is expressed north of SR40. The UF survey identified it over the portion of 
the north bank that they tested, but their project area did not extend to Halfmile Creek. Although 
we were unaware of the SouthArc, Inc., 2014 monitoring project prior to fieldwork, our efforts to 
identify expanded boundaries for the site were also farther east than their project.  
 
Figure 55. Map showing the expanded boundaries of Franklin 15 (8Mr1082; original FMSF plot in purple, and new 
boundaries in pink.) Note that shovel test 100 was excavated at the easternmost point on the west bank of Half Mile Creek. 
However, this area was comprised entirely of fill, which may be why it appears to be located within the wetlands and at the 
westernmost tip of the Cactus Flower site (Mr1878). 
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 During this survey, two shovel tests were placed in an area that had not been previously 
tested. A chain link fence with barbed wire across the top of it ran along the eastern and southern 
boundary of the swamp/creek. There was a trail loop and cut limerock along part of it, probably 
from previous construction in the area. 
 Shovel Test 100 (Figure 56) was excavated at the southeasternmost point accessible, as close 
as possible to Halfmile Creek. There were swampy areas on the east, west, and south, and it looked 
like it may have been an artificial rise. The soil in Shovel Test 100 was very mottled clay with 
unnatural colors. No undisturbed area below this fill was encountered but a few flakes were present, 
as well as shell, concretions, and pieces of metal. The test became impenetrable around 90 cm. While 
this shovel test was placed on the west side of Halfmile Creek, as plotted based on GPS coordinates 
it appears to be at the westernmost extent of the Cactus Flower site. The area is comprised of fill 
containing only one incidental chert flake, so it was not used to determine the boundaries of either 
site. The map shows that wetlands extend close to Shovel Test 101 on the south and that Shovel 
Test 100 is in the middle of a wetland. This does not accurately reflect the conditions on the ground, 
probably because a large amount of fill has been placed along the banks of the headsprings and river 
where the park amenities have been built over decades. 
 
Figure 56. Filled area where Shovel Test 100 was excavated. 
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 The area inside the loop had a noticeably higher elevation, covered with high weeds and 
grasses, than the swamp or the trail along the swamp/river (Figure 57). Shovel Test 101 was 
excavated approximately halfway in between the edge of the University of Florida’s project area 
boundary in 2013 and the easternmost boundary of the site (Halfmile Creek is the dividing line 
between the Franklin 15 and Cactus Flower sites as they are expressed within the SR40 right-of-way 
and north of SR40). 
 
Figure 57. 8Mr1082 near Shovel Test 101; note high weedy vegetation. 
 
 The soil in shovel test 101 (Figure 58) was sandy and rather loose, not the clayey fill in 
Shovel Test 100. A large bifacial lithic tool (Figure 59) was recovered at only about 20 cm deep, 
above three very large limestone rocks in the test that could be removed once excavation proceeded 
around them. Many flakes of various sizes were found throughout. There was a humic layer in the 
upper 20 cm or so, then a sandy layer of mostly light colored sand, but mixed with a more orange 
sand in parts. These were not differentiated into strata. Then, a lighter sand appeared again deep in 
the test, which was excavated to 110 cm. After coring twice more, the sand was getting very wet and 
was falling out of the core bucket. Historic aerial photographs show that the area surrounding 
shovel test 101 has had less development than the portion to the east. It is a less disturbed part of 
the site and appears to be productive, however the presence of the limestone rocks and the weedy 
vegetation does suggest that even this area has been disturbed historically. Also, the map shows this 
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test at the edge of the river backswamp, so the area south of it was probably filled in the past. 
Additional investigation is warranted and should precede any further development. 
 
Figure 58. Shovel Test 101, showing large limestone rocks in situ prior to complete excavation. 
 
 
Figure 59. Large biface found in Shovel Test 101 (each division in the scale is 2 cm). 
 
Table 10. Materials Recovered, Site 8Mr1082. 
Provenience   Contents   N.    Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2014-2015 
ST101, 0-100 cm  scraper with chisel end, 
possibly hafted 
 1  63.6   
ST101, 0-100 cm  smooth shell?  1  0.2   
ST101, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  18  8.5   
ST101, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  5  5.4   
ST101, 0-100 cm  primary decort flakes  3  0.6   
ST101, 0-100 cm  block shatter  1  2.6   
ST101, 0-100 cm  limestone chunks  7  7.7   
ST100, 0-100 cm  nail fragments (wire)  3  1.2   
ST100, 0-100 cm  probable snake vertebra  1  0.4   
ST100, 0-100 cm  insulator fragments  11  12.0   
ST100, 0-100 cm  modern rubber  6  2.7   
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Table 10. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.    Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST100, 0-100 cm  shell frags, gastropod  4  2.8   
ST100, 0-100 cm  turtle carapace   2  0.6   
ST100, 0-100 cm  probable wood fragments  2  6.5   
ST100, 0-100 cm  secondary flake  1  1.0   
ST100, 0-100 cm  probable rock fill  12  78.2  ore, limestone, 
sandstone, other 
Chambless 2008 survey 
SR40 corridor  lithic debitage  186  328.69  3 chunks, 5 cortex frags 
SR40 corridor  early-stage biface  1  7.84   
SR40 corridor  cores/core fragments  2  288.89   
SR40 corridor  possible worked fossiliferous 
limestone 
 1    maybe drilled 
SR40 corridor  ceramic insulator fragment  1     
SR40 corridor  unidentified brick fragments  2  7.96   
SR40 corridor  clear bottle glass  1  0.53   
SR40 corridor  unidentified rubber fragments  3     
FPC-R1C pond area  lithic debitage  171  116.89  70 heat-treated; 8 
shatter/cortex 
FPC-R1C pond area  Pasco Plain body sherds  5     
FPC-R1C pond area  Pasco Plain rim sherds  3     
FPC-R1C pond area  Pasco Check-Stamped  1     
FPC-R1C pond area  Pasco Fingernail Punctate, rim  1     
FPC-R1C pond area  St. Johns Plain sherds  2     
FPC-R1C pond area  solarized amethyst bottle glass 
fragment 
 1     
FPC-R1C pond area  utilized flake  1  0.11  heat-treated; poss. 
microlithic hafted onto 
composite tool 
Monster Pond area  lithic debitage  126  135.02  42 heat-treated 
Monster Pond area  utilized flakes  2  2.57   
Monster Pond area  stoneware sherds  3     
Monster Pond area  clear glass fragments  3     
Monster Pond area  olive green glass fragments  4     
Monster Pond area  soda green glass fragments  1     
Monster Pond area  amber glass fragments  3     
Monster Pond area  aqua glass fragments  5     
Monster Pond area  light blue glass fragment  1     
Monster Pond area  amethyst glass fragment  1     
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Table 10. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.    Wt. (g)   Comments 
Monster Pond area  thin, curved, clear, globe or 
bottle glass fragments 
 2     
Monster Pond area  window glass fragments  6     
Monster Pond area  bottle cap  1     
Monster Pond area  nail, UID  2     
Monster Pond area  nail, wire  18     
Monster Pond area  nuts  2     
Monster Pond area  brass rivets  11     
Monster Pond area  iron buckles  2     
Monster Pond area  UID iron/steel  5     
Monster Pond area  brick, UID  10     
Monster Pond area  charcoal  3     
Monster Pond area  cinder  1     
Monster Pond area  cinder/clinker  2     
Monster Pond area  coal  1     
Monster Pond area  mortar  1     
Monster Pond area  mortar with brick  1     
 
SouthArc Retention Pond Survey 
Ret. pond area  tertiary flakes, chert (1 
quartzite, 1 rhyolite) 
 389  311.3  211 (126.7 g) heat-
treated 
Ret. pond area  secondary flakes  8  68.2  6 (60.9 g) heat-treated 
Ret. pond area  primary flake  1  3.1  heat-treated 
Ret. pond area  shatter  26  30.6  12 (13.3 g) heat-treated 
Ret. pond area  retouched flake  1  55.1   
Ret. pond area  choppers  2  543.7   
Ret. pond area  uniface  1  2.9   
Ret. pond area  projectile point, UID  1  5.7   
Ret. pond area  preform  1  51.6   
Ret. pond area  preform, proximal segment  1  17.6   
Ret. pond area  core  1  349.8   
Ret. pond area  body sherd, eroded, sand-and-
grit-temper 
 1  1.1   
Ret. pond area  body sherd, plain, grog temper  1  2.3   
Ret. pond area  body sherd, eroded, sand 
temper 
 1  0.9   
Ret. pond area  amber bottle glass fragments  19  136.6   
Ret. pond area  amethyst bottle glass fragments  74  264   
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Table 10. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.    Wt. (g)   Comments 
Ret. pond area  aqua bottle glass fragments  5  13.7   
Ret. pond area  blue bottle glass fragment  1  0.5   
Ret. pond area  clear bottle glass fragments  98  527.4   
Ret. pond area  clear flat glass fragments  44  115   
Ret. pond area  frosted bottle glass fragment  1  0.9   
Ret. pond area  frosted flat glass fragment  1  2.1  heat-treated 
Ret. pond area  milk glass bottle fragments  3  12.7  heat-treated 
Ret. pond area  rose bottle fragments  2  4   
Ret. pond area  ironstone, decal print sherd  1  21   
Ret. pond area  ironstone, plain body sherds  14  132.5   
Ret. pond area  porcelain, plain body sherds  7  32   
Ret. pond area  stoneware, salt-glazed body 
sherds 
 11  90.8  heat-treated 
Ret. pond area  terracotta pot fragment  1  2.9   
Ret. pond area  whiteware, molded rim 
fragment 
 1  0.6   
Ret. pond area  ceramic insulator fragment  1  29.7   
Ret. pond area  porcelain, printed plumbing 
fragment 
 1  0.1   
Ret. pond area  misc. iron fasteners  8  196.8   
Ret. pond area  machine cut nails  33  146.2   
Ret. pond area  wire nails  16  172.8   
Ret. pond area  iron rail spikes  4  494.3   
Ret. pond area  wire nails  3  29.6   
Ret. pond area  steel gear  1  3.1   
Ret. pond area  steel file  1  91.3   
Ret. pond area  iron stove handle  1  212.5   
Ret. pond area  tin can fragments  14  62.5   
Ret. pond area  UID iron fragments  8  35.2   
Ret. pond area  light aqua bottle glass fragment  1  1.1   
Ret. pond area  ironstone molded rim fragment 1  1.1   
Ret. pond area  asphalt shingle fragments  16  6.2   
Ret. pond area  brick fragments  25  1035.7   
Ret. pond area  fire brick fragment  1  29   
Ret. pond area  concrete  3  67.4   
Ret. pond area  mortar  7  140.3   
Ret. pond area  Gallus gallus (chicken) femur   1  2.1   
Ret. pond area  UID mammal bone  2  3.5   
Ret. pond area  UID mammal long bone  1  5.5   
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Table 10. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.    Wt. (g)   Comments 
Ret. pond area  canidae premolar  1  2.1   
Ret. pond area  oyster shell  2  5.4   
Ret. pond area  plastic button   1  0.9   
Ret. pond area  copper charm bracelet  1  7.4   
Ret. pond area  belt buckle  1  10.3   
Ret. pond area  coal/slag  5  38.7   
Ret. pond area  shell casing, .20 gauge  1  3.6   
Ret. pond area  light bulb, flare shape, faceted 
surface 
 1  3.7   
Ret. pond area  copper lamp fragment  1  7.9   
Ret. pond area  bottle cap  1  5   
Ret. pond area  tin can key  1  7.3   
Ret. pond area  plastic, UID  2  0.9   
Ret. pond area  UID material   1  0.7   
 
O'Donoughue and Sassaman (UF) management summary 
UF project area  human molar and partial 
maxilla 
     within fill layer 
UF project area  lithic debitage       
UF project area  Archaic stemmed bifaces       
UF project area  Hernando biface(s)       
UF project area  Pinellas point(s)       
UF project area  sand-tempered plain pottery       
UF project area  check-stamped pottery       
UF project area  Orange Plain pottery       
UF project area  Pasco Plain pottery       
UF project area  St. Johns Plain pottery       
UF project area  turpentine bottles       
UF project area  glass       
UF project area  nails       
UF project area  bottles       
UF project area  historic ceramics       
UF project area  license plates       
UF project area  can fragments       
UF project area  trace faunal remains       
 
Chambless 2013 survey 
FPC-R1C pond area 
(2013) 
 animal bone  1  0.22   
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Table 10. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.    Wt. (g)   Comments 
FPC-R1C pond area 
(2013) 
 lithic flakes  21  14.94   
FPC-R1C pond area 
(2013) 
 Pasco Plain sherd  1  4.11   
FPC-R1C pond area 
(2013) 
 shatter, angular  1  0.24   
FPC-R1C pond area 
(2013) 
 UID aboriginal ceramic, 
residual 
 2  1.98   
 
SouthArc Monitoring 2014 
Silt Fence Installation 
area 
 tertiary flakes  3  51.6  1 thermally altered 
Bear Enclosure  secondary flakes  2  9.9  1 thermally altered 
Bear Enclosure  tertiary flakes  6  17.4  4 thermally altered 
Bear Enclosure  plain ironstone plate rim sherd  1  5.9   
Moat Demo and 
Sidewalk Removal 
 secondary flakes  3  22.4  2 thermally altered 
Moat Demo and 
Sidewalk Removal 
 tertiary flakes  46  82.5  39 thermally altered 
Moat Demo and 
Sidewalk Removal 
 Hillsborough point, maybe 
unfinished or knife 
 1  21.3   
Moat Demo and 
Sidewalk Removal 
 Levy point, medial/basal 
fragment 
 1  14.8  thermally altered 
Moat Demo and 
Sidewalk Removal 
 tool preform, distal half  1  25.8  thermally altered 
Moat Demo and 
Sidewalk Removal 
 possible tool preform fragment  1  18.4  thermally altered 
Moat Demo and 
Sidewalk Removal 
 utilized flake/scraping or 
cutting tool 
 1  61.9  thermally altered 
Moat Demo and 
Sidewalk Removal 
 plain ironstone plate rim sherd  1  5.4   
Moat Demo and 
Sidewalk Removal 
 plain porcelain plate sherd  1  4.3   
Moat Demo and 
Sidewalk Removal 
 dark green bottle glass 
fragment 
 1  65.2   
Building #32 slab   tertiary flakes   9   7.1   7 thermally altered 
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F67 Site, 8Mr1083 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 9. 
Physiography: along the ridge on the southeast bank where the Silver River meets Marshall Swamp. 
Area: site extends approximately from the edge of the Silver River approximately 200 m south along 
the Marshall Swamp and 60 m back from the ridge.  
Elevation: 40-50 ft. (12.2-15.2 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: unknown; no shovel testing has been conducted. 
Soils: Paisley loamy fine sand; Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed forest; palms and palmettos with oaks, sweetgum, and cedar. 
Cypress swamp adjacent to the west. The site appears to end near the edge of the coniferous forest. 
Discovery Method: recorded based on local informant report; relocated through surface collection. 
Time Period: Paleo-Indian (Beaver Lake), Middle Archaic (Stemmed), Late Archaic (Orange), 
Woodland (St. Johns Ia), late prehistoric (Alachua Cob-Marked; Lochloosa Punctated; St. Johns 
Check-Stamped), and unknown historic (prob. twentieth century). 
Integrity: unclear; only surface collection at ridge conducted. 
Significance: moderate-high; high if artifacts were correctly identified. 
Impacts: erosion and bioturbation; possibly historic occupation or erosion control measures. 
Recommendations: avoid and preserve; additional testing to determine boundaries and integrity. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous):   
This site was first recorded by Archaeological Consultants, Inc. in 1987 during a survey of 
the entirety of Marion County, based on the report of late informant William Franklin. There were 
two different plots of the site in the FMSF, one along the south bank of the Silver River and another 
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along the east bank of the Marshall Swamp. The site was recorded as a prehistoric shell midden, but 
very little information was provided and no professional field survey was conducted. 
Summers included a map and notes on his field visit to the area; review of his account 
clarified the true location of the site. Summers reported that the artifact assemblage included “red 
slip pottery,” “fiber-tempered pottery,” “chalkyware – plain,” “one Beaver Lake projectile,” “one 
broken Archaic Stemmed – large,” and “chert spalls – prolific.” If these identifications are correct, 
then Paleoindian, Middle Archaic, Late Archaic, and Woodland period artifacts are present here. 
Summers also sketched a “field stone heap” south of the scatter. 
 Collins (2010) had supposedly confirmed the location of this site during her predictive 
modeling work but did not determine boundaries. It is unclear from the report exactly how the field 
crew confirmed site location because she also said that it was inaccessible and wet. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 It took three attempts to locate F67 (Figure 60). Most of the maps showing the site use the 
“corrected” plot since it is the one plotted in the FMSF GIS shapefiles. This general vicinity plot 
(depicted as a rectangle suggesting a general location), places the site along the swamp rather than 
the Silver River. The UTM location recorded on the FMSF form is in a low-lying and swampy area 
where shovel testing was not possible. 
During pedestrian inspection along the edge of the swamp, the crew looked for rises likely to 
be site locations. Shovel Tests 85 and 86 (Figure 61) were placed on such ridges, but both tests were 
culturally sterile, with a dense clay over a layer of sandier clay with limestone marl and chalk 
inclusions. The tests were difficult to dig and the soil did not screen. There was a minor amount of 
shell in these, but mostly a high concentration of limestone. Some of the stone appeared chert-like 
initially, but no stone suitable for knapping was recovered. Shovel Tests 85 and 86 were excavated 
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within the area recorded as the general vicinity of the site, although the area farther north where 
Marshall Swamp meets the Silver River itself was not tested.  
 
Figure 60. F67 (8Mr1083) with the original “GV” plot shown in purple and approximate boundaries based on surface 
collection outlined in pink. No artifacts were found in Shovel Tests 85, 86, or 130. 
 
The original map placed the site along the Silver River, a more likely location. A terrace ran 
along the southern edge of the cypress backswamp of the Silver River near the eastern edge of the 
area suggested by the original map for Franklin 15. A black-dirt midden was found in this area 
through excavation of Shovel Test 93 and at the time was believed to be the F67 Site. Culturally 
sterile Shovel Test 130 served as a suggested western boundary. 
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Figure 61. Sterile Shovel Test 86. The top layer is a very dark brown rather than black clay. White chalk is seen lower in the 
test. 
 
After review of Summers’ notes, it seemed likely that the midden at Shovel Test 93 was an 
entirely new site (now designated Little Palm Ridge; 8Mr3919) and site 8Mr1083 may actually be 
present on the southeastern side of the confluence of the Silver River and Marshall Swamp (Figure 
62). We had hiked the ridge between Shovel Test 93 and the Marshall Swamp, but the ground was 
so saturated at the time that we found few places to test. Collins noted that the area was inaccessible 
and wet, and this is the case during the rainy season, but not during drier times of the year.  
At the Marshall Swamp and Silver River confluence, the soil on the surface appeared black, 
similar to other midden sites along the river. Chert flakes were recovered from the surface of the 
ridge slope, especially where animals had burrowed into the slope and pushed out backdirt 
containing artifacts. We collected sherds of several different pottery types while continuing south 
around the bend of the landscape. There was also a pile of stones and bricks toward the southern 
edge of where artifacts were recovered on this ridge (Figure 63). Some metal mesh covered part of 
the ridge slope, possibly placed for erosion control purposes. 
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Figure 62. Location of F67 Site, palmettos dominate and shell is eroding out in addition to artifacts. 
 
 
Figure 63. Moss-covered “field stone” and brick at the southern end of F67. 
 
While hiking away from the terrace edge, we noted that the soil at ground surface remained 
black in color, suggesting the possible presence of a site. Dirt upturned by a fallen tree located at the 
approximate boundary of where the forest begins to incorporate coniferous trees was a dark brown, 
suggesting that the site did not extend into this vegetative community.  
Even conducting only a surface survey of the area, we recovered sherds of several pottery 
types. Sherds with a St. Johns chalky paste included incised, check-stamped, and plain designs, 
suggesting a St. Johns I and II occupation here. The St. Johns Incised rim sherd (Figure 64), typical 
of the early St. Johns I time period, had a thick rim curving inward that thinned out into the body of 
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the vessel. The St. Johns Check-Stamped sherd (Figure 65) indicates late prehistoric St. Johns II site 
use. Sand-tempered sherds were also recovered, plain sherds from two separate vessels and a 
potentially stamped sherd (possibly fabric-impressed or cob-marked) that was too eroded to identify. 
Probable Lochloosa-Punctated (Figure 66) and potentially cob-marked (Figure 67) sherds were also 
found in the assemblage, indicating a late prehistoric Alachua occupation. No diagnostic lithic 
artifacts were found during surface collection, only some shatter, secondary decortication flakes, and 
secondary flakes. 
   
Figure 64. St. Johns Incised rim sherd.    Figure 65. St. Johns Check-Stamped body sherd. 
 
    
Figure 66. Probable Lochloosa Punctated sherd.  Figure 67. Possible cob-marked sherd. 
 
Table 11. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr1083. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2014-2015 
surface  St. Johns Incised rim sherd  1  48.7  thick rim, thinning out into body, 
rim curves inward, possibly shallow 
bowl shape 
surface  indeterminate St. Johns body 
sherd 
 1  27.9  uneven and eroded surface 
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Table 11. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
surface  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
body sherd 
 1  8.0   
surface  block shatter  4  14.0   
surface  secondary decort flakes  3  24.2  1 thermally altered 
surface  secondary flakes  6  10.6  1 retouch flake 
surface  unidentified bone fragment  1  0.8   
surface  sand-tempered plain sherds  2  9.1  2 different vessels, one fine and one 
coarse 
surface  prob. Lochloosa Punctated 
body sherd 
 1  9.0  sand-tempered 
surface  indeterminate stamped sand-
tempered body sherd 
 1  8.6  possibly cob-marked or fabric-
impressed (or both) 
surface  poss. Alachua Cob-Marked 
body sherd 
 1  11.2  shallow impression, eroded surface 
 
Reported in Summers field notes 
surface  red slip pottery sherds       
surface  fiber tempered pottery       
surface  chalkyware - plain       prob. St. Johns Plain 
surface  Beaver Lake projectile point  1     
surface  broken Archaic Stemmed 
point - large 
 1     
surface  chert spalls      prolific 
surface   field stone heap             
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Franklin 93 Site (F68), 8Mr1084 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: within low-lying, swampy area close to the eastern edge of Marshall Swamp. 
Area: N/A, site not located. 
Elevation: approximately 60 sq. m according to FMSF plot 
Stratigraphy: unknown; no shovel tests excavated. 
Soils: Bluff sandy clay and Pomona sand. 
Present Ground Cover: palmetto, cypress, oak, and palm swamp. 
Discovery Method: recorded based upon local informant report; attempted relocation with 
pedestrian reconnaissance 
Time Period: recorded as nineteenth century Second Seminole War era fort. Site not found. 
Integrity: none. 
Significance: none. 
Impacts: none. 
Recommendations: remove site from FMSF. There is no record of a historic fort in this location, 
nor were any historic or military artifacts or structures found. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous):  
 Franklin 93/F68 was another site recorded by Archaeological Consultants, Inc. during the 
county-wide survey of Marion County, based on the late William Franklin’s description. It had not 
been ground-referenced by a professional archaeologist during this or any other survey of the park. 
The FMSF form lists the site as Fort Brooke, which is located in downtown Tampa. There is a 
possibility that it was instead supposed to be Fort Brooks, which is in Marion County, but shown on 
historic maps near Orange Springs not Silver Springs. Fort King was located about 3 miles west of 
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Silver Springs in Ocala and Ft. Fowle was located on the east bank of the Oklawaha River at Sharp’s 
Ferry Landing, which is now roughly the corridor of CR314. These were the forts closest to Silver 
Springs. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 At the UTM coordinates recorded on the site form, the terrain did not match the description 
very well (Figure 68). The area was a palmetto, cypress, oak, and palm swamp with abundant 
mosquitos and very wet soil. The crew conducted pedestrian surface survey at roughly north-south 
transects looking for any surface remains of a military camp or fort, or a likely place to excavate a 
shovel test. Transects were approximately 200 meters long and six to seven meters apart, although 
the density of vegetation made it impossible to traverse the area along completely straight lines. The 
surface visibility was poor, but burrows and other areas with exposed soil lacked artifacts and the 
environmental conditions were not at all suggestive of a good location for a fort. Surface survey was 
conducted along a ditch/drainage as well, and nothing cultural was apparent at either end of the 
ditch. 8Mr1084 was not located. 
According to Summers, “Bill Franklin got that one wrong.” Military roads traversed this 
southern portion of the park, and Summers has been working on background research and 
reconnaissance survey to determine the alignment of this corridor. It is possible that Franklin did 
find military artifacts somewhere in this portion of the park, but they may have been from a small 
temporary camp or simply discarded or lost in the woods along a former trail. There was probably 
no fort here, and surface inspection yielded no historic artifacts dating to the Second Seminole War 
era or any other time period. 
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Figure 68. Map showing the recorded location of 8Mr1084. The site was not located. 
 
Materials Recovered (Previous Investigations): No materials recovered. 
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Cactus Flower Site, 8Mr1878 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Sections 5 and 6. 
Physiography: north bank of the Silver River, east of Half Mile Creek. 
Area: covers approximately 900 m northeast-southwest along Silver River north bank by about 400 
m away from the bank southeast-northwest at the widest point. 
Elevation: 45-60 ft. (13.7-18.3 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: (ST98): 0-10 cm root mat; 10-17 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand; 17-44 cm 10 YR 8/2 
very pale brown sand; 44-60 cm 10 YR 5/3 brown sand; 60-88 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown sand; 88-
105 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sand; hard and compact sand at 105 cm deep. Soil colors 
between 44-105 cm blend into one another and do not form clear strata. 
Soils: Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded; Candler sand, 0-5% slopes; Electra sand, 0-5% slopes; 
Pomona sand; Tavares sand, 0-5% slopes. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed hardwood and pine forest including oaks, pines, maple, palmetto, 
hickory, grape vines, and palms. 
Discovery Method: surface collection, shovel testing, unit excavation; relocated through shovel 
testing. 
Time Periods: Paleo-Indian (Simpson), Early Archaic (Hamilton point), Middle Archaic (Newnan; 
Archaic Stemmed), Late Archaic (Orange; Culbreath and Levy points), Woodland (St. Johns I; 
Pasco), Late Prehistoric (St. Johns Check-Stamped; Alachua - Lochloosa Punctate/check-stamped, 
Alachua Cob-Marked, Lochloosa Punctated, Alachua Net-Impressed, Prairie Cord-marked, and 
Prairie Fabric-Impressed; Pasco; Pinellas and Ichetucknee points), historic (20th c.?) 
Integrity: high integrity within tested area; likely low within road and gas transmission corridors. 
Significance: high; determined eligible for listing in the National Register. 
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Impacts: construction of State Road 40 and Florida Gas Transmission Line corridors; Summers 
noted that locals collect artifacts at this site if not stopped by park staff. 
Recommendations: avoid disturbance and preserve; any road widening work, pond construction, 
or other ground disturbance should be preceded by a Phase III data recovery excavation in order to 
mitigate adverse effects. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous):  
The Cactus Flower Site (8Mr1878) was first recorded by Marsha Chance (1988) during Phase 
I survey for a Florida Gas Transmission Company (FGTC) transmission line corridor. The site is 
documented in an addendum report to the main Phase I report since it was found within a revised 
corridor. It was identified about one mile east of Silver Springs and north of State Road 40 when St. 
Johns Plain and Check-Stamped ceramics, a unifacial scraper, and lithic debitage were encountered. 
The site was recommended for further testing prior to construction of the corridor. 
 In 1990-1991, a Phase II site assessment was conducted by Chance and Greg Smith (1991) 
to determine if the Cactus Flower site was eligible for listing in the NRHP. They investigated about 
9.9 acres of the site and saw that it extended across SR40 into the land then owned by the Silver 
River attraction, where they were not authorized to investigate. They also determined that about 3.16 
acres (1.28 hectares) of the site were destroyed and part of the terrace removed during construction 
of SR40. Power lines, underground telephone cables, and the construction and destruction of a 
house have also impacted the site (Chance and Smith 1991). 
 For Phase II, Chance and Smith excavated 71 50-cm2 tests and seven 1-x-2-m units. They 
found four features, one with a restorable broken vessel, just below ground surface. Lithic tools 
included Pinellas, Ichetucknee, Culbreath, Archaic Stemmed, Hamilton, Levy, and Simpson points, 
as well as unifaces, shaped lanceolate flakes, a sandstone abrader, a chopper, scrapers or adzes, a 
drill, possible preforms, various point fragments, utilized flakes and lots of debitage. These points 
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date from the Paleo, Archaic, and Woodland periods, but the Simpson point was found at a shallow 
depth likely out of context. A charred steatite bowl fragment was also recovered, and had possibly 
been repurposed as a hone. Debitage mostly consisted of secondary flakes, indicating later-stage tool 
manufacture and maintenance. Lithic material was denser in the western portion of the site (Chance 
and Smith 1991).  
 Most pottery was recovered in the top 40 cm of the units and shovel tests, with Orange 
pottery concentrated between 40 and 90 cm, suggesting stratigraphic integrity. Types included St. 
Johns (plain and check-stamped, fiber-tempered sherds (especially Orange-Incised), and Alachua 
types (Lochloosa Punctate/check-stamped, Alachua Cob-marked, Lochloosa Punctated, Alachua 
Net-Impressed, Prairie Cord-Marked, and Prairie Fabric-Impressed), Pasco Plain, sand tempered 
plain, and unidentified sherds (Chance and Smith 1991).  
 There seemed to be variation in the areas of the site most heavily used during different time 
periods. Chance and Smith (1991) suggested that this area near the confluence of a small north-
south flowing stream and the Silver River would have been important for resource procurement 
throughout the prehistoric use of this long-occupied site. One of its intriguing characteristics is the 
presence of artifacts from two different prehistoric cultural areas (North Central and East and 
Central) at the same site, as well as the earlier Archaic components. The Cactus Flower site was 
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP. Chance and Smith (1991) recommended directional 
drilling for the gas pipeline beneath the site in order to avoid impacts, as was being done for the 
Silver River itself. 
 SEARCH conducted a 2008 survey in anticipation of a 200 m wide corridor proposed for 
widening SR40, including proposed pond locations. The Cactus Flower site was relocated, and the 
determination of eligibility and recommendation to avoid or mitigate the adverse impact were 
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retained. Cactus Flower site was found to extend into the areas of proposed Ponds 2A, 3B, and 
FPC-R3B, although only Pond 2A was recommended for impact mitigation (Chambless 2008). 
 Within the SR 40 corridor and the three proposed pond areas, SEARCH recovered a 
Newnan point, a preform fragment, a sandstone grinding stone, a core, a utilized flake, sand-
tempered plain ceramic sherds from a single vessel, historic architectural artifacts in one area, and 
lithic debitage. It appears that this area south of SR40 may have had more use during the Archaic 
than during later periods, as suggested by the Newnan point and the less frequent occurrence of 
pottery (Chambless 2008). 
 Collins et al. (2010) relocated and corrected the location for the Cactus Flower site in 2009-
2010 with GPS. However, it is unclear by what method they determined the boundaries for the site. 
 Summers has also visited, mapped, and conducted surface collection at this site. He noted 
the erosion on both sides of the road where SR40 was cut through the natural elevation. He found 
chert flakes, metal, glass, plastic, pottery sherds, and field rocks. A photograph included in his notes 
(2008?) stored at the park shows lithic and ceramic artifacts, but types are unclear and a catalogue 
was not found. One of the lithic artifacts was a stemmed projectile point. Summers lives in a house 
that is probably within the site boundary and has found both lithic debitage and Alachua Cob-
Marked and plain pottery with charcoal tempering while working in his garden. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 Halfmile Creek flows southward into the north side of the park and meets the Silver River; it 
serves as the eastern boundary for the Franklin 15 site (8Mr1082). Testing was conducted to 
determine if the boundaries of the Cactus Flower site (Figure 69) extended all the way to the south 
ridge above the Silver River floodplain and west to Halfmile Creek. 
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Figure 69. Map showing Site 8Mr1878, with the FMSF plot in purple and the revised boundaries in pink. ST100 appears to 
be located on the east side of Half Mile Creek, but was excavated on its west side. ST100 contained fill at least one meter deep, 
which may explain the discrepancy between the creek’s location on the map and on the ground. 
 
 During early summer, lithic debitage was visible eroding out of the creek bed which flows 
into the park from the north. Summers has found pottery and lithics on a path over higher ground 
just beyond the fence line within the state park. The location is directly across SR40 from a pink 
rubble pile, which is the remains of Colonel Tooey’s stucco Spanish Revival-style house. The 
eccentric Tooey once ran the Jungle Cruise attraction at Silver Springs.  
 The area (Figure 70) was characterized by mixed hardwood and pine forest which included 
oaks, pines, maple, palmetto, and hickory, grape vines, among others. There were grassy areas and 
several cut paths, but most of the rest of the area had leaf litter and vegetation that made for poor 
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surface visibility. There were also a few small sinkholes in the area and two water-filled depressions, 
spoil areas on their east side that appear to have been human constructions. 
 
Figure 70. Site 8Mr1878. Note rhesus macaque in center on tree branch; the monkeys frequent this area because they are being 
fed nearby through a University of Florida primatology study. 
 
Three shovel tests (ST97-ST99) were excavated at Cactus Flower. The westernmost shovel 
test (97) was culturally sterile with only small limestone fragments and sand concretions. The lowest 
stratum was a very rusty, reddish loamy and compacted sand. A fence post stood about 4 meters 
southwest of Shovel Test 97, and the area may have been previously filled or disturbed. 
 There is a significant drop off from the terrace ridge to the Silver River, and the map shows 
a 50-ft. contour at Shovel Test 98. This test yielded many nuts, roots, leaves, and sand concretions, 
but also lithic flakes, some quite large. The recovery seemed to increase around 70 cm below the 
surface and extended to the bottom of the test, around 95 cm. We cored an additional 70 cm with 
the 10-cm-diameter coring tool in the center of this shovel test, but did not find any more artifacts. 
A unifacial microtool, probably an awl (Figure 71), was found in Shovel Test 98 and is similar in 
description to a small tool recovered during the Phase II excavation.  
 Shovel Test 99 (Figure 72) was also excavated along the ridge contour closer to where 
SEARCH tested potential pond excavation areas; there was a good view off the ridge over the 
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swamp here.  A brick was just below the ground surface at this test, but no additional brick was 
found through probing the area nearby. Shovel Test 99 contained a higher density of lithic flakes 
starting at 20-cm in depth. No more historic artifacts were recovered. A hard darker brown surface, 
probably tough concreted sand, prevented deeper coring. 
      
Figure 71. Unifacial microtool (probable awl).   Figure 72. Shovel Test 99 at 8Mr1878, east wall.  
 
 Both tests with artifacts had a darker humic layer, a layer of light colored sand, and then a 
darker brown layer between about 45 and 88 cm, followed by another light sand layer. Lithic 
artifacts appeared below the humic layer. However, no pottery was recovered in this part of the site. 
The western side of site had been found to have a greater density, but the two shovel tests that 
yielded artifacts during this study did not have particularly high density. There remains potential for 
the site to extend farther to the east. Based on previous excavations, the Cactus Flower site has been 
occupied for a very long stretch of time and had a diverse collection of pottery. The area tested 
during our survey does not appear to have the same density or diversity, but it was not heavily 
sampled. 
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Table 12. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr1878. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2014-2015 
ST99, 20-105 cm  block shatter  2  0.8   
ST99, 20-105 cm  secondary flakes  13  15.1  1 partially prepared 
ST99, 20-105 cm  secondary decort flakes  8  7.0   
ST99, 20-105 cm  primary decort flakes  4  6.9   
ST98, 0-94 cm  poss. unifacial microtool, 
maybe an awl 
 1  0.3   
ST98, 0-94 cm  secondary flakes  22  10.8   
ST98, 0-94 cm  primary decort flakes  2  0.9   
ST98, 0-94 cm  sandstone  1  1.3   
 
Chance 1988 Transmission Line survey 
Chance 1988 project 
area 
 St. Johns Plain sherds       
Chance 1988 project 
area 
 St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
      
Chance 1988 project 
area 
 unifacially prepared scraper  1     
Chance 1988 project 
area 
 chert debitage       
Chance 1991 Phase II: 10,330 artifacts recovered 
Unit 11N/28W, 40-50 
cm depth 
 sherd cluster feature       
Unit 10S/38W, 38-40 
cm depth 
 sherd cluster feature       
1.8S/0E, level 5  prob. Archaic Stemmed point, 
distal fragment 
1     
1.8S/10W, level 3  lanceolate shaped unifacial 
flakes 
 2    thermally altered 
1.8S/20W, level 5  sandstone abrader  1    ovoid shaped 
1.8S/20W, lev 5  Ichetucknee projectile point  1     
1.8S/30W, lev 3  bifacial tool fragment  1    prob. projectile point 
or knife 
1.8S/30W, lev 4  bifacial tool fragments, one 
distal, one basal 
 2    prob. knife fragments 
5S/11E, lev 11  distal bifacial tool frag  1    prob. projectile point, 
thermally-altered 
5S/11E, lev 12  bifacial knife or preform  1    heavily patinated 
5S/11E, lev 13  flake with unifacially prepared 
edge 
 1     
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Table 12. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
10S/10E, lev 2  flake with bifacially prepared 
edge 
 1     
10S/10E, lev 6  bifacial tool frag  1    poss. large knife, 
blank, or scraper, 
roughly worked 
10S/20E, lev 6  poss. utilized flake  1     
10S/40E, lev 1  Culbreath point  1     
10S/74E, lev 3  flake with unifacially prepared 
edge 
 1     
10S/84E, lev 2-4  flake with unifacially prepared 
edge 
 1     
10S/150E, lev 5  biface distal fragment  1    projectile point or 
other tool 
10S/10W, lev 3  chopper with utilized edge  1     
10S/20W, lev 5  unifacially modified flake  1     
10S/20W, lev 5  steeply chipped unifacial 
scraper or adze 
 1     
10S/30W, lev 4  steeply chipped unifacial 
scraper 
 1     
10S/30W, lev 6  bifacial tool fragment  1     
10S/38W, lev 5  large bifacial flake  1    thermally altered 
10S/38W, lev 5  unifacial tool distal fragment  1    prob. knife tip 
10S/38W, lev 7  unifacially modified large 
secondary decort flake 
 1     
10S/38W, lev 8  unifacially modified large flake 1     
10S/40W, lev 2  triangular bifacial knife or 
preform 
 1     
10S/40W, lev 3  bifacial basal fragment of 
projectile point preform 
 1    thermally altered, 
possible Ocala 
preform 
10S/50W, lev 5  utilized flake  1     
10S/50W, lev 5  bifacial tool fragment      prob. projectile point 
stem fragment 
15S/180E, lev 1  serrated basal fragment of 
drill or Pinellas projectile 
point 
 1    tip missing 
15S/180E, lev 2  serrated distal projectile point 
fragment 
 1     
15S/180E, lev 3  Simpson projectile point  1     
15S/180E, lev 3  distal projectile point 
fragment 
 1     
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Table 12. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
30S/230 E, lev 4  utilized flake  1     
30S/230 E, lev 6  large bifacial tool or preform 
basal fragment 
 1     
3N/150E, lev 4  unifacial tool fragment  1     
8N/180E, lev 3  unifacially altered flake  1     
8N/180E, lev 3  unifacial tool distal fragment  1    poss. knife or preform 
fragment 
8N/180E, lev 5  steeply chipped endscraper or 
adze 
 1    very small 
10N/10E, lev 6  utilized flake  1     
10N/40E, lev 4  utilized flake  1     
10N/10W, lev 5  large utilized flake  1     
10N/20W, lev 2  bifacial tool distal fragment  1    poss. knife or preform 
10N/20W, lev 3  basal projectile point fragment 1    thermally altered, 
prob. Archaic 
Stemmed Levy point 
10N/30W, lev 3  unifacially altered flake 
fragment 
 1     
10N/30W, lev 3  bifacial tool fragment  1    prob. projectile point 
stem or corner 
fragment, thermally 
altered 
10N/40W, lev 2  bifacial tool fragment  1    prob. projectile point 
stem or tip fragment, 
thermally altered 
10N/40W, lev 5  modified flake  1    thermally altered 
11N/28W, lev 4  steatite bowl fragment  1    charred exterior, 
secondary use as a 
hone with interior and 
exterior grooves 
11N/28W, lev 4  unifacial tool fragment with 
handle-like projection 
 1     
11N/28W, lev 4  distal fragment of knife or 
preform 
 1    thermally altered 
11N/28W, lev 5  Hamilton point  1    (included in text but 
not in table) 
11N/28W, lev 11  bifacial tool proximal 
fragment, prob. projectile 
point tip 
 1    heavily patinated and 
thermally altered 
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Table 12. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
12N/36E, lev 2  Pinellas point  1    missing tip, unusual 
flaring base 
12N/36E, lev 4  utilized flakes  3    1 thermally altered 
12N/36E, lev 7  utilized flake  1     
12N/36E, lev 10  utilized flakes  3     
12N/36E, lev 12  unifacial tool distal fragment  1    utilized edges 
12N/36E, lev 13  steeply chipped unifacial 
endscraper fragment 
 1     
12N/36E, lev 13  bifacially altered flake or tool 
fragment 
 1     
12N/36E, lev 13  unifacial knife proximal 
fragment 
 1    utilized edge 
20N/22E, lev 2  Pinellas point  1    beveled 
20N/30E, lev 1  drill  1    shaped similar to 
Pinellas point but very 
narrow 
20N/10W, lev 3  small unifacial tool  1    linear flake removals, 
rounded in cross 
section 
90N/140E, lev 1  poss. utilized flake  1     
140N/140E, lev 4  bifacial tool distal fragment  1    prob. knife or scraper 
1991 Phase II shovel 
tests 
 lithic debitage  5507    19.2% decortication 
flakes 
1991 Phase II shovel 
tests 
 core  1     
1991 Phase II 1x2 units  lithic debitage       
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W 
 secondary flakes  656     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W 
 secondary decort flakes  117     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W 
 primary decort flakes  82     
Excavation Unit 
12N/36E 
 secondary flakes  583     
Excavation Unit 
12N/36E 
 secondary decort flakes  70     
Excavation Unit 
12N/36E 
 primary decort flakes  28     
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Table 12. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Excavation Unit 
16N/137E 
 secondary flakes  314     
Excavation Unit 
16N/137E 
 secondary decort flakes  91     
Excavation Unit 
16N/137E 
 primary decort flakes  29     
Excavation Unit 5S/11E secondary flakes  857     
Excavation Unit 5S/11E secondary decort flakes  99     
Excavation Unit 5S/11E primary decort flakes  48     
Excavation Unit 
10S/38W 
 secondary flakes  1096     
Excavation Unit 
10S/38W 
 secondary decort flakes  175     
Excavation Unit 
10S/38W 
 primary decort flakes  140     
Excavation Unit 
15S/180E 
 secondary flakes  249     
Excavation Unit 
15S/180E 
 secondary decort flakes  33     
Excavation Unit 
15S/180E 
 primary decort flakes  11     
Excavation Unit 
26S/196E 
 secondary flakes  181     
Excavation Unit 
26S/196E 
 secondary decort flakes  43     
Excavation Unit 
26S/196E 
 primary decort flakes  10     
shovel tests         
10S/40W, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
10S/40W, 0-20 cm  Pasco Plain sherd  1     
10S/40W, 20-40 cm  sand tempered plain sherds  4     
10S/40W, 20-40 cm  Pasco Plain sherds  2     
10S/40W, 60-80 cm  sand tempered plain sherds  3     
10S/30W, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain sherds  6     
10S/30W, 20-40 cm  sand tempered plain sherds  2     
10S/30W, 20-40 cm  sand tempered plain rim 
sherds 
 2     
10S/20W, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain sherds  2     
10S/20W, 0-20 cm  Lochloosa Punctate sherd  1     
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Table 12. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
10S/20E, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
10S/20E, 40-60 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
10S/56E, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
10S/56E, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Plain sherd  1     
10S/64E, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain rim sherd 1     
10S/137, 40-60 cm  fiber tempered plain sherd  1     
10S/162E, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
10S/162E, 20-40 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
10S/178E, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
10S/178E, 40-60 cm  fiber tempered incised sherd  1     
10S/178E, 60-80 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
25S/195E, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
25S/195E, 0-20 cm  cob-impressed sherds  5     
25S/195E, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
 2     
25S/195E, 0-20 cm  Lochloosa Punctate/Check-
Stamped sherd 
 1     
25S/195E, 20-40 cm  Alachua Net-Impressed sherd  1     
25S/195E, 60-80 cm  Prairie Cord Marked sherd  1     
30S/230E, 40-60 cm  fiber-tempered plain sherd  1     
1.8S/10E, 20-40 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
1.8S/30E, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
1.8S/40E, 20-40 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
1.8S/0E, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
1.8S/0E, 60-80 cm  unidentified sherd  1     
1.8S/10W, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
1.8S/20W, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
1.8S/30W, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
1.8S/30W, 20-40 cm  St. Johns Plain sherds  2     
1.8S/50W, 20-40 cm  St. Johns Plain sherds  8     
1.8S/50W, 20-40 cm  St. Johns Plain rim sherds  4     
3N/150E, 0-20 cm  grit tempered plain sherd  1     
3N/150E, 0-20 cm  Alachua Cob-Impressed sherd 1     
3N/150E, 40-60 cm  unidentified sherd  1     
3N/150E, 80-100 cm  unidentified sherd  1     
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Table 12. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
3N/150E, 80-100 cm  Lochloosa Punctate sherd  1     
3N/150E, 80-100 cm  unidentified sherd  1     
5N/137E, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Plain sherds  13     
5N/137E, 20-40 cm  St. Johns Plain sherds  20     
5N/137E, 40-60 cm  St. Johns Plain sherds  4     
5N/137E, 100-120 cm  unidentified sherd  1     
8N/180E, 0-20 cm  grit tempered plain sherds  2     
8N/180E, 60-80 cm  unidentified sherd  1     
10N/0E, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain sherds  3     
10N/0E, 20-40 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
10N/10E, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
10N/20E, 20-40 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
10N/10W, 20-40 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
 2     
10N/20W, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
10N/20W, 20-40 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
10N/20W, 20-40 cm  fiber-tempered plain sherd  1     
10N/20W, 40-60 cm  St. Johns Plain sherds  4     
10N/30W, 40-60 cm  fiber-tempered plain sherd  1     
20N/30W, 40-60 cm  sand tempered plain rim sherd 1     
20N/19W, 80-100 cm  fiber-tempered plain sherd  1     
20N/10W, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
 8     
20N/10W, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
20N/10W, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Plain sherd  1     
20N/10W, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped rim 
sherd 
 1     
20N/10W, 20-40 cm  St. Johns Plain sherd  1     
20N/1W, 20-40 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
 4     
20N/10E, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
20N/10E, 0-20 cm  Alachua Net-Impressed sherd  1     
20N/22E, 0-20 cm  punctated sherd  1     
20N/22E, 40-60 cm  fiber-tempered plain sherds  2     
20N/30E, 0-20 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
 2     
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Table 12. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
20N/30E, 0-20 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
20N/30E, 20-40 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
230N/35E, 20-40 cm  sand tempered plain sherd  1     
190N/35E, 20-40 cm  grit tempered plain sherd  1     
Excavation Unit 
26S/196E, 0-10 cm 
 Alachua Cob-Impressed sherd 1     
Excavation Unit 
26S/196E, 0-10 cm 
 Feature 4, Lochloosa 
punctate/check-stamped 
sherds 
 102    mend to a single vessel 
Excavation Unit 
26S/196E, 10-20 cm 
 unidentified sherds  7     
Excavation Unit 
26S/196E, 20-30 cm 
 St. Johns Plain sherds  6     
Excavation Unit 
26S/196E, 20-30 cm 
 unidentified sherds  7     
Excavation Unit 
26S/196E, 110-120 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherd  1     
Excavation Unit 
16N/137E, 0-10 cm 
 sand tempered plain sherd  1     
Excavation Unit 
16N/137E, 30-40 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain rim 
sherd 
 1     
Excavation Unit 
12N/36E, 0-10 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherds  1     
Excavation Unit 
12N/36E, 0-10 cm 
 St. Johns Plain sherds  2     
Excavation Unit 
12N/36E, 10-20 cm 
 St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
 10     
Excavation Unit 
12N/36E, 20-30 cm 
 St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
 6     
Excavation Unit 
12N/36E, 40-50 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain rim 
sherd 
 1     
Excavation Unit 
12N/36E, 60-70 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherd  1     
Excavation Unit 
12N/36E, 90-100 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherd  1     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 10-20 cm 
 Prairie Fabric Impressed 
sherd 
 1     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 10-20 cm 
 linear punctate sherd  1     
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Table 12. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 10-20 cm 
 St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
 4     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 10-20 cm 
 incised  sherd  1     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 20-30 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherds  4     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 20-30 cm 
 St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
 10     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 20-30 cm 
 St. Johns Plain sherds  4     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 20-30 cm 
 fiber-tempered incised sherds  4     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 30-40 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherds  47     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 30-40 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain rim 
sherd 
 1     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 30-40 cm 
 steatite bowl fragment  1     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 30-40 cm 
 fiber-tempered incised sherds  54     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 40-50 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherds  2     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 40-50 cm 
 fiber-tempered incised sherds  4     
Excavation Unit 
11N/28W, 50-60 cm 
 fiber-tempered incised sherds  3     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 10-20 cm 
 St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
 2     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 10-20 cm 
 sand-tempered plain sherd  1     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 10-20 cm 
 St. Johns Plain sherds  5     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 20-30 cm 
 sand-tempered plain sherds  7     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 20-30 cm 
 St. Johns Check-Stamped rim 
sherd 
 1     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 30-40 cm 
 sand-tempered plain rim 
sherd 
 1     
 
194 
 
Table 12. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 30-40 cm 
 sand-tempered plain sherds  11     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 30-40 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherds  2     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 40-50 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherd  1     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 50-60 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherds  3     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 60-70 cm 
 sand-tempered plain sherd  1     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 70-80 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain rim 
sherd 
 1     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 70-80 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherds  2     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 80-90 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherd  1     
Excavation Unit 
5S/11E, 100-110 cm 
 fiber-tempered plain sherd  1     
Excavation Unit 
10S/38W, 0-10 cm 
 St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
Excavation Unit 
10S/38W, 10-20 cm 
 St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherd 
 1     
Excavation Unit 
10S/38W, 20-30 cm 
 St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
 25     
Excavation Unit 
10S/38W, 30-40 cm 
 St. Johns Plain sherds  10     
Excavation Unit 
10S/38W, 30-40 cm 
 St. Johns Check-Stamped 
sherds 
 16     
Excavation Unit 
10S/38W, 30-40 cm 
 Feature 3, fiber-tempered 
plain sherd 
 1     
Excavation Unit 
15S/180E, 10-20 cm 
 St. Johns Plain sherds  2     
Excavation Unit 
15S/180E, 10-20 cm 
 unidentified sherd  3     
Excavation Unit 
15S/180E, 20-30 cm 
 St. Johns Plain sherds  6     
Excavation Unit 
15S/180E, 20-30 cm 
 sand-tempered plain sherd  1     
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Table 12. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Excavation Unit 
15S/180E, 30-40 cm 
 St. Johns Plain sherds  2     
 
SEARCH 2008 SR40 survey 
SR40 Corridor, 10-110 
cm 
 lithic debitage  92  104.46  77 thermally altered 
SR40 Corridor, 10-110 
cm 
 disc-shaped formal core  1  392.73  unidirectional flake 
removals 
SR40 Corridor, 10-110 
cm 
 utilized flake  1  6.71  expedient scraper 
SR40 Corridor, 10-110 
cm 
 sand-tempered plain sherds  4  14.24  cross-mend to form 
incurvate rim sherd 
with tapered lip  
SR40 Corridor, ST319  ceramic architectural fixture  1     
SR40 Corridor, ST319  red brick fragments  5     
SR40 Corridor, ST319  charcoal  1     
SR40 Corridor, ST319  concrete fragments  2     
SR40 Corridor, ST319  mortar  10     
SR40 Corridor, ST319  mortar and brick  1     
SR40 Corridor, ST319  clear window glass  12     
Pond 2A area  lithic debitage  187  202.56  35 thermally altered 
Pond 2A area, ST367, 
45-55 cm 
 Newnan projectile point 
fragment 
 1  7.54  thermally altered, most 
of stem fractured off 
Pond 2A, surface  early-stage preform fragment  1  9.62  base broken 
Pond 2A  sandstone grinding stone  1    central groove present 
Pond 3b, 5-100 cm  lithic debitage  29  15.32  8 thermally altered 
FPC-R3B Pond   lithic debitage   2   1.07   1 thermally altered 
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Oak Hammock Site, 8Mr1920 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: uplands and some wetlands about 400 m southwest of a bend in the Silver River (at 
the Canoe/Kayak Launch area) and about 300 m northwest of the Marshall Swamp; smaller swampy 
areas are closer. 
Area: 85 by 190 m (279 by 623 ft.) as previously recorded. 
Elevation: 50 ft. (15.2 m) above sea level 
Stratigraphy: (Shovel Test 120): 0-8 cm 10 YR 3/2 dark grayish brown humic layer; 8-76 cm 10 YR 
6/2 light brownish gray sand; water at 76 cm. Soil may differ in other portions of the site. 
Soils: Electra sand, 0-5% slopes 
Present Ground Cover: mixed forest vegetation, particularly oaks and palmettos. 
Discovery Method: discovered through shovel testing and surface collection; main area of site was 
not tested, but shovel testing expanded boundaries. 
Time Period: late prehistoric (Alachua; St. Johns II); possibly other Woodland; Late Archaic 
(Orange); maybe earlier prehistoric. 
Integrity: moderate-high. 
Significance: high. 
Impacts: construction of park amenities has probably impacted part of the site. 
Recommendations: preservation and avoidance; additional testing to confirm boundaries. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous):  
 The Oak Hammock site was recorded by Henry Baker (1990) during his survey of areas of 
the new state park land that would be developed for patron amenities. This was the most extensive 
prehistoric site located by Baker. The site is within a hammock on elevated ground near the wetlands 
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on the south side of the Silver River. Baker excavated four shovel tests (sizes varied) and 28 smaller 
(30-cm-diameter) tests that he called “post holes” within the proposed activity area. 
 Baker indicated that east and west boundaries for the site were identified, but north and 
south boundaries were unknown. According to Baker, the museum and parking lot area was near the 
western edge of 8Mr1920. Lithics were found deep in shovel tests in this area, but Baker determined 
that they were sparse and were below a meter deep so would not be impacted by construction. It is 
unclear why they would not have been considered part of the Oak Hammock site despite having a 
low density. The eastern boundary of the site is the riverine swamp itself. Baker (1990) 
recommended further testing prior to construction in this area. 
 Artifacts found at Oak Hammock ranged from the Late Archaic period (or possibly even 
earlier) through the late prehistoric. Baker found Orange fiber-tempered ceramics indicative of Late 
Archaic and various types of Alachua ceramics (Alachua grit-tempered plain, Alachua sand-tempered 
impressed, Alachua sand-tempered Cob-Impressed rim body sherds, Alachua sand-tempered 
stamped rim sherd, and Alachua sand-tempered plain). Lithics included a unifacial incidental tool, 
unifacial blade tool, scraper/chopper tool, possible bola weight, hammerstone, hand axe, and 
possible tool base. Lithic debitage (some thermally altered), shell, and burned wood fragments were 
also recovered. Three areas of higher artifact density were identified. The site was determined to 
have research potential and was designated eligible for listing on the NRHP. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 No break in artifact recovery was found between sites 8Mr83, 8Mr93, 8Mr1920 (Figure 73), 
and 8Mr2195. Therefore, current fieldwork covering this whole area is discussed together under a 
combined site description, allowing for all previous investigations to be detailed prior to current 
fieldwork for the combined sites. 
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Figure 73. Original plot of Oak Hammock site in light purple, portion of expanded site boundary in pink. 
 
Table 13. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr1920 (Previous Investigations). 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Comments 
Baker 1990 survey 
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
7 
 flakes  16  1 secondary reduction, 2 edge 
maintenance, 12 other, 1 possible 
incidental use 
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
8 
 flakes  14  4 secondary reduction; 4 edge 
maintenance; 6 other 
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
8 
 burned wood fragments  5   
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
9 
 flakes  26  3 secondary reduction, 23 other 
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
9 
 coral fragment, 
unidentified 
 1   
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
10, 0-40 cm 
 flakes  25  2 primary decort; 5 secondary 
reduction; 18 other 
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Table 13. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Comments 
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
10, 0-40 cm 
 unidentified bone  3   
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
10, 0-40 cm 
 carbon  12   
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
10, 0-40 cm 
 white crazed pottery, 
unidentified 
 1   
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
10, 0-40 cm 
 fiber-tempered Orange 
Plain sherds 
 12   
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
10, 0-40 cm 
 coral  1   
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
10, below 40 cm 
 flakes  29  1 primary reduction (secondary 
decort); 3 secondary reduction; 2 
edge maintenance; 23 other 
Oak Hammock, Test Pit 
10, below 40 cm 
 fiber-tempered Orange 
Plain sherds 
 11   
Defunct Rd from Oak 
Hammock to Entrance 
Road 
 flakes  26  1 secondary decort; 3 secondary 
reduction; 4 edge maintenance; 19 
other 
Oak Hammock Road  flakes  49  1 secondary decort; 9 secondary 
reduction; 9 edge maintenance; 30 
other 
Oak Hammock Road  unidentified bone  4   
Oak Hammock Use 
Area, Post Hole Test 1 
 flakes  4  2 secondary reduction, 2 other 
Oak Hammock Use 
Area, Post Hole Test 1 
 unidentified bone  1   
Oak Hammock Use 
Area, Post Hole Test 1 
 burned wood fragments  3   
Oak Hammock Use 
Area, Post Hole Test 1 
 Alachua sand-tempered 
impressed 
 11   
Oak Hammock Use 
Area, Post Hole Test 1 
 Alachua sand-tempered 
plain 
 9   
Oak Hammock Use 
Area, Post Hole Test 1 
 unidentified shell 
fragments 
 2   
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 2 
 flakes  2  1 secondary reduction; 1 other 
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Table 13. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Comments 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 2 
 scraper/chopper block 
tool with oblique 
transverse worked edge 
on a primary 
decortication flake 
 1   
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 2 
 Alachua sand-tempered 
cob-impressed rim 
 1   
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 2 
 Alachua sand-tempered 
cob-impressed body 
sherd 
 1   
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 2 
 Alachua sand-tempered 
stamped rim 
 1   
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 2 
 Alachua sand-tempered 
plain sherds 
 7   
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 3 
 flakes  10  1 secondary reduction; 1 edge 
maintenance; 7 other 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 4 
 flakes  5  2 secondary reduction; 1 edge 
maintenance; 2 other 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 5 
 flakes  11  2 secondary decort; 1 secondary 
reduction; 1 edge maintenance; 7 
other 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 5 
 unifacial blade tool, 
lateral worked edge 
 1   
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 5 
 possible bolo weight  1   
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 5 
 burned wood fragments  2   
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 6 
 flakes  4  3 edge maintenance; 1 other 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 6 
 burned wood fragments  3   
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 7 
 flakes  22  9 secondary reduction with thermal 
alteration; 3 edge maintenance with 
thermal alteration; 10 other 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 8 
 flakes  6  2 secondary reduction; 4 other 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 9 
 flakes  6  2 secondary reduction (one piece, 
broken); 2 edge maintenance; 2 
other 
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Table 13. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Comments 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 10 
 flakes  20  1 primary decortication; 2 
secondary reduction; 5 edge 
maintenance; 12 other 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 11 
 flakes  49  4 secondary reduction; 3 edge 
maintenance; 42 other 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 11 
 possible tool (broken 
base) 
 1   
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 20N 
 flakes  16  2 secondary reduction; 4 edge 
maintenance; 10 other 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 20N 
 burned wood fragment  1   
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 40N 
 flakes  17  1 primary decort; 3 secondary 
reduction; 1 edge maintenance; 12 
other 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 60N 
 flakes  47  8 secondary reduction; 9 edge 
maintenance; 30 other 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 80N 
 flakes  12  1 edge maintenance; 11 other 
Oak Hammock, Post 
Hole Test 100N 
 flakes  19  other 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 1 
 flakes  8  1 secondary reduction (coral); 1 
secondary reduction (chert); 4 edge 
maintenance; 2 other 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 1 
 wood fragment  1   
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 2 
 flakes  3  1 secondary reduction; 2 edge 
maintenance 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 3 
 flakes   4  other 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 3 
 wood fragments  2   
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 4 
 flakes  4  1 secondary reduction; 3 other 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 5 
 flakes  7  1 edge maintenance; 6 other 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 6 
 flakes  6  other 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 6 
 hammerstone  1   
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Table 13. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Comments 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 7 
 flakes  4  other 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 8 
 flakes  12  2 secondary reduction; 10 other 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 8 
 burned wood fragment  1   
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 9 
 flakes  13  3 secondary reduction; 10 other 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 10 
 flakes  3  2 secondary reduction; 1 edge 
maintenance 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 11 
 flakes  3  other 
Loop Road, Post Hole 
Test 12 
 flakes  2  other 
Silver River Oak 
Hammock (12/1/1) 
 flakes  3  1 edge maintenance; 2 other 
Silver River Oak 
Hammock (12/1/1) 
 concretions  2   
Silver River Oak 
Hammock (12/1/2) 
 flakes  13  1 primary decortication; 12 other 
Silver River Oak 
Hammock (12/1/2) 
 concretion  1   
Silver River Oak 
Hammock (12/1/3) 
 flakes  6  4 secondary reduction (4 of 1 
piece); 2 other 
Silver River Oak 
Hammock (12/1/3) 
 pebble  1   
Silver River Oak 
Hammock (12/1/3) 
 concretions  2   
Silver River Oak 
Hammock (12/1/4) 
  flakes   7   4 edge maintenance; 3 other 
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Silver River State Park Site, 8Mr1921 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: uplands immediately south of a cypress swamp which is south of the Silver River 
(possibly a previous alignment of the river corridor) and about 150 m north of Marshall Swamp. 
Area: approximately 50 m (164 ft.) north-south and 100 m (328 ft.) across east-west. 
Elevation: 40-45 ft. (12.2-13.7 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: unknown; no shovel testing conducted. Culturally sterile shovel tests at nearby 
Knobby site (8Mr3903) had this stratigraphy: 0-10 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown humic layer; 10-
70 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown clay with limestone inclusions, and limestone at 70 cm. 
Soils: Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed hardwood and coniferous forest with sugarberry trees, trifoliate 
orange (exotic), cedar, palms, and palmetto; cypress swamp adjacent to the north. 
Discovery Method: reconnaissance and surface collection. 
Time Period: likely early-mid twentieth century. 
Integrity: moderate; some structural remains, mostly large brick scatter. 
Significance: possibly high significance; unclear function. 
Impacts: demolition of structure(s); large palm trees have fallen at the site sometime between 
September 5 and November 11, 2015. 
Recommendations: preservation and avoidance by park activities. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
Henry Baker (1990) recorded the Silver River State Park site during survey of areas of the 
new state park land that would be developed for patron amenities. North of the proposed camping 
area, Baker found brick piles, a poured concrete slab, metal pipe fragments, and three probable 
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boiler fragments measuring 70 cm in diameter and one meter long. Baker also found large cut 
cypress stumps measuring over five feet in diameter about 50 meters north of the site. He postulated 
that the historic scatter was the remains of a site associated with the cypress lumbering activities. 
Baker’s test #17 yielded only one fragment of shell and one of bone.  
 A review of historic aerial photos taken of the 8Mr1921 area show a crescent-shaped clearing 
in the location where the brick scatter now stands (Figure 74). There are two clearings on either side 
which appear to be ponds. North of the site, there is also a large cleared area that looks wet. It may 
be former cypress forest that has been logged, which was one of the reasons that a logging camp 
was suggested. However, the cypress wood could just as easily have been fuel for any other activity 
at the area that required heat to run a boiler for steam power. The area was clear-cut prior to the 
earliest aerial taken of the park in 1940, and does not show any sign of vegetative recovery until 50 
years later. The area may have been consistently cleared until the state acquired the property.  
 
Figure 74. 1949 aerial photograph showing Long Field and approximate location of 8Mr1921 at its northern end. 
 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 According to Summers, the area surrounding the site was formerly known as the Long Field; 
sugar cane and corn had been grown and cattle pastured there. It was cleared land as recently as the 
1980s. Current vegetation consisted of sugarberry trees, trifoliate orange, cedar, palms, and palmetto. 
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There was a huge amount of brick scattered all over, along with a couple of metal drums which 
Summers said were double drums, maybe for use as a centrifuge. Summers believes that this was a 
sugar or syrup making area, possibly also under the proprietorship of J. Foster Marshall. The 
presence of a water source, brick, concrete slabbing, and the centrifuge barrel suggests that use. He 
believes that it could have been destroyed during the Marshall Plantation raid.  
 The crew determined the extents of the site (Figure 75), which included brick scatters, glass 
soda and liquor bottles, can fragments, concrete slabs, metal piping, and the cylindrical metal parts. 
There is a large pile of mostly red bricks with white mortar in the center of the site. The main high-
density brick scatter was about 17 or 18 m in diameter, but brick is strewn over about a 60-m-
diameter area. At the center of the pile were a few brick and mortar wall fragments (Figure 76). One 
of these would have formed a fairly thick wall (or maybe a footer?) Most of the brick did not seem 
to have any signs of burning. Some brick foundations (Figure 77) were intact below the leaf litter, 
but not enough to outline a structure. There were also concrete foundations under portions of the 
large scatter. No window glass, hinges nails, shingles, or other architectural materials aside from 
brick and concrete were recovered. 
Another intriguing feature at this site are five segments of concrete (Figure 78), possibly 
some sort of wall or foundation. Tiny chert flakes are mixed into some of the concrete (Figure 79), 
probably from using sand from nearby archaeological sites in the mixture. The concrete segments 
were not found within the main brick scatter, but farther south close to the bike trail. 
The large rusted metal artifacts that Summers believed to be a double-barreled centrifuge 
may be portions of a boiler, based on comparison with historic photographs. This also matches 
Baker’s description from the initial recording, but Summers believes that the metal was too thin for 
that purpose. The boiler or drum (Figures 80 and 81) is on the eastern side of the artifact scatter and 
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consists of two rusted metal cylinders deteriorating on site, both riveted at the ends. There may be 
one additional segment, even more rusted and no longer resembling a barrel.  
 
Figure 75. Silver River State Park site plot; note original plot in purple and revised plot based on survey outlined in pink. 
 
 
Figure 76. Brick wall fragment at 8Mr1921.     Figure 77. Brick foundations uncovered at 8Mr1921. 
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Figure 78. Portions of concrete at 8Mr1921.  Figure 79. Close-up showing chert flakes in concrete. 
 
  
Figure 80. Two possible boiler fragments.   Figure 81. Close up showing riveted edge. 
 
Throughout the brick scatter there were at least four extensions of metal piping and fittings, 
some partially buried (Figure 82). The one at the westernmost end almost looked like a portion of a 
fence. The pipes extended along the entire extent of the artifact scatter toward the southern end, 
including a long one through the main brick scatter area, possibly used for running water. There was 
one pipe, close to what is probably a boiler that was more deteriorated than the rest. No well 
structure was identified in the area, but it is close to a swamp. 
Just past the easternmost and westernmost piping, barbed wire segments were found. 
Barbed wire is common around the park and according to Summers was placed to prevent cattle 
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from entering certain areas, especially those around the river. Perhaps it was placed around this site 
to keep the cattle away from whatever agricultural/industrial activity was occurring here. 
 
Figures 82. Pipe running through brick scatter.   
 
Glass soda and liquor bottles and can fragments were found scattered around the area, 
especially along the outskirts of the site. Ancient Age whiskey bottles (Figure 83), beer bottles, Coca 
Cola cans, and a Michelob beer can were found. Some of these have tiny holes in them and were 
probably used for BB gun shooting practice. A heavier blue aluminum can looks like it may have 
been for oil or some other industrial liquid rather than a beverage (Figure 84). An aluminum lid was 
found within the scatter as well, possibly a paint can lid. The beverage containers are not necessarily 
associated with its historic occupation, and especially those that are close to the trail are likely 
modern discards. Some of the cans had pull-tabs, suggesting that they may date to the 1970s, and 
others are later styles. All the bottles had screw-tops and were thus not terribly old either. 
The site type for 8Mr1921 is still unclear. There are few artifacts other than building 
materials. The trees that have grown up in the area over the last 30-40 years may have displaced any 
structural portions that were intact. The site is almost certainly industrial in nature due to the lack of 
domestic items and the presence of the boiler or drums. The brick scatter is fairly large and there are 
some intact foundations. In November 2015, historic archaeologist Diane Wallman visited the site 
and agreed with Nancy White and me that it appeared to be industrial and probably dated to the 
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twentieth century, not as old as Marshall Plantation. The amount of brick, including portions of 
intact walls, suggests a more permanent structure rather than something as ephemeral as a temporary 
logging camp. It is approximately 1.5 km northwest of the Marshall Plantation site. 
  
Figure 83. Ancient Age whiskey bottle.     Figure 84. Rusted can.  
 
Table 14. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr1921. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2015 
surface, brick 
scatter 
 brick with mortar  1  324.9  9.5 cm long, 1.2 cm of mortar, approx. 5 cm 
and 7 cm on broken ends 
surface, main brick 
scatter 
 brick fragment, red 1  700.9  10.2 cm on broken end x 5.3 cm x 8.5 cm 
surface, near bike 
trail 
 
 oil can, blue  1     
Baker 1990 
Test Pit #17  unidentified bone  1     
Test Pit #17   Viviparus sp. shell   1        
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Canoe Launch Site, 8Mr1922 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: north bank of Silver River, including traditionally wet areas. 
Area: approx. 215 m (705 ft.) north-south by 100 m (328 ft.) east-west. 
Elevation: 40-45 ft. (12.2-13.7 m) ft. above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: Shovel Test 61: 0-9 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown; 9-26 cm 10 YR 4/3 
brown and 10 YR 5/4 yellowish brown, mottled; 26-40 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown hard packed 
clay; 40-59 or 69 cm (uneven stratigraphy) 10 YR 4/3 brown; 59 or 69-97 cm very mottled 10 YR 
5/8 yellowish brown, 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown, and 10 YR 7/1 light gray (some of these soils were 
somewhat more red). 
Soils: Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded; Paisley loamy fine sand. 
Present Ground Cover: grass in several places where trails have been developed, along with trees 
such as sugarberry, palm, oak, and pine. Cypress swamp adjacent, and river beyond. 
Discovery Method: surface collection and shovel testing during identification and relocation. 
Time Period: nineteenth and twentieth century historic; poss. Alachua or earlier Woodland. 
Integrity: moderate; intact subsurface remains, surface scatters – at least one scatter is a pushpile 
from bulkhead demolition. 
Significance: moderate-high. 
Impacts: equestrian trail development; erosion; hog rooting. 
Recommendations: avoid and preserve; moving equestrian trails away from the scatters may be a 
good idea to promote preservation. 
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Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
The Canoe Launch site is not very aptly named, as the canoe launch that was proposed when 
Henry Baker completed his 1990 survey was not developed. Baker found a pile of cut stones and 
bricks about 60 cm high, 5.5 meters long, and 4.0 m wide. His shovel test and two “post hole” (core) 
tests yielded four lithic artifacts and a historic artifact assortment that included wood, glass, brick, 
soapstone, a rusted belt head, a nut, a staple, a wedge spike, fasteners, and metal fragments. The 
artifact list in an appendix of the report includes animal bone and an Alachua grit-tempered plain 
ceramic sherd which are not discussed in the main text of the report nor are they listed on the FMSF 
form. Baker suggests an association with the Henry Ballard land grant from the 1840s. 
 Summers visited the site several times, including in 1995 when he drew a site map and in 
2000 when he sketched the locations of exposed brown glazed terra cotta pipes. These pipes were 
typically used to dispose of sewage directly into the Silver River. There appear to have been at least 8 
segments of pipe, and their inside diameter was 5 7/8 inches (14.9 cm). Summers also noted the 
presence of brick, cut limestone blocks, and a segment of a saucer. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
The Canoe Launch site (Figures 85 and 86) is on the north bank of the Silver River near the 
Green Trail (equestrian trail) and close to a St. Johns Water Management District Benchmark. 
Nearby were several scatters of brick and both historic and modern refuse. The site is within an area 
regularly traversed by horseback riders, and corn, cheese, and other food lay on the ground, along 
with a plastic spoon from human picnickers. Sugarberry, palm, oak, and pine trees surround the site, 
but the main site area (as identified) has been cleared for equestrian use and dotted with small 
thickets of trees. Adjacent to the river, cypress swamp including water hyacinths and beautiful red 
swamp lobelia flowers (Figure 87) cover the area that once had a boat landing. 
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Figure 85. Map of the Canoe Launch site (8Mr1922). The original plot is in purple and expanded plot is outlined in pink. 
 
There were at least four areas with scatters of brick and limestone building material (Figure 
88). One was a rather large rise that looked like a wall with a depression behind it. This is may be the 
structural remains recorded by Henry Baker (1990), but is probably the rubble from a removed 
bulkhead. The brick scatters are mostly in thickets of trees, and a horse or deer skull was recovered 
in one thicket. Other artifacts found but not collected included various metal pipes and fittings and a 
rusted tin cup. 
Shovel Test 60 (Figures 89 and 90) was excavated near one of the brick scatters to determine 
if there was a subsurface component to the site. Historic artifacts (Figure 91) were present after 23 
cm depth when the soil changed. The soil in this area was clayey, and the test could only be 
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excavated to a depth of 52 cm. It was backfilled since leaving an open shovel test overnight might 
have been dangerous for the horses and riders. 
 
Figure 86. Close-up map showing select historic artifact or architectural areas within the Canoe Launch site. 
 
 
Figure 87. View from the former landing to the river, red swamp lobelia flower in the foreground. 
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Figure 88. Brick and limestone block scatter at 8Mr1922.          Figure 89. Shovel Test 60, north wall. 
 
  
Figure 90. ST 60 with glass in wall below soil change. Figure 91. Glass, nail, and brick fragments from Shovel Test 60. 
 
 Shovel Test 61 was excavated at the base of a topographic rise where the vegetation changed 
to include pine as well as palm and oak. This shovel test started with root-filled sand, then became 
more clayey until it reached a layer of hard packed clay. The remainder of the soil consisted of mixed 
sand and clay with mottled colors and shell and chalky rock inclusions. It yielded sand-tempered 
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plain pottery sherds (Figure 92) and a minor historic artifact assemblage with glass and unidentified 
metal in the upper 50 cm. There were a number of nuts and seeds and charcoal through this test and 
a chert flake below 50 cm deep. 
 
Figure 92. Sand-tempered plain sherds from 8Mr1922. 
 
 Summers accompanied us to the site and provided more information. He told us that, in 
addition to being a historic site where C. Ed Carmichael and T.J. Pasteur before him lived, the site 
also has a prehistoric component. Summers said that more St. Johns pottery has been found in this 
stretch of the river than anywhere else. No St. Johns pottery was found during our investigation or 
Baker’s; Baker found “Alachua grit-tempered,” as well as historic white and blue-and-white pottery, 
and a few sand-tempered sherds were produced by our shovel tests. 
There was a landing at the site when Carmichael resided there, but swamp has now taken 
over the area which was once flush with the navigable river. The terra cotta pipes entering the water 
from this location would date to before 1924 when Carmichael sold the property. There has also 
been fill placed in this area which came from Ocala and from Anthony – it includes limerock, 
suggesting that it was placed after 1890 when limestone mining began in Dunnellon, Florida. 
 Carmichael’s bungalow (Figure 93) would have been built between 1900 and 1930, and the 
trees in the area are mostly younger than that, because the area was cleared when he lived there. A 
scatter of cut limestone and brick was moved from a former bulkhead. Summers believes that it 
could have been salvaged from the Marshall Plantation site after that site was burned in 1865. 
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Another scatter of brick was adjacent to a well and a metal pipe and fitting (Figure 94) in an area 
without much vegetation other than low grass where the ground has been packed down. Remains of 
an intact foundation were found here as well (Figure 95). This was the remains of a chimney and 
bathroom area of the house. The Pasteur house is about 60 ft. (18.3) to the NW (about 290 degrees) 
by Summers’ estimation. He mentioned finding an ornamental fleur de lis. 
 Summers learned some of his information through interviewing a former employee of 
Carmichael’s named Allen Rogers. He spoke about a 2-story hay barn and a pond with a moonshine 
still, as Carmichael was a prominent moonshiner in the area (Figure 96). Pasteur and Hardy Croom 
both tried to grow oranges nearby. There is a large log on the ground and “lots of stuff in the 
woods” near where the Pasteur house formerly stood, according to Summers. Pasteur owned a 
quarter section of land in Silver Springs, but then he moved to Anthony at his doctor’ suggestion. 
He is buried in an obscure graveyard in Silver Springs.  
 
Figure 93. Hand-colored postcard showing Carmichael’s bungalow, c. 1910-1927. 
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Figure 94. Metal pipe fitting. Figure 95. Brick foundation at 8Mr1922. 
 
 
Figure 96. Carmichael bungalow, pole barn bear Carmichael name, landing, and possibly Pasteur house in the background. 
(State Archives of Florida, Florida Memory, https://www.floridamemory.com/items/show/28320.) 
 
 A dilapidated wooden fenced enclosure (Figure 97) with a depression just east of it and a 
small scatter of bricks outside stood along another nearby trail, once the river road. It had historic 
brick behind it and other brick scattered nearby may have been a still. The enclosure itself was 
formerly used by a local boy to trap wild hogs. Summers also said that a golf course had been laid 
out the woods; a golf course and sanitarium were once proposed to be built here. 
 The site was the former home of an influential owner of Silver Springs, C. Ed. Carmichael, 
as well as an early planter, Thomas Jefferson Pasteur. It has research potential for both the 
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nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Additionally, the prehistoric component may be more extensive 
than is currently known.  
 
Figure 97. Hog enclosure along the river road leading away from Mr1922. 
 
Table 15. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr1922. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2014-2015 
surface, hog 
damaged ground 
 secondary decort flake, 
broken 
 1  1.4   
ST60, 25-45 cm  nail fragments  6  5.5  2 probably wrought, two 
probably wire, two 
indeterminate because too 
small to tell 
ST60, 25-45 cm  green glass shards, curved  4  6.4   
ST60, 25-45 cm  clear glass shards, flat  2  1.9  two different thicknesses 
ST60, 25-45 cm  UID bone fragments, small  3  0.6   
ST60, 25-45 cm  limestone frags  2  6.5   
ST60, 25-45 cm  brick fragments  17  54.5  two with a lighter shade refit 
ST60, 25-45 cm  sand concretions  4  4.0   
ST60, 25-45 cm  charcoal  1  0.6  1 vial 
ST61, 0-50 cm  curved clear glass  2  2.3   
ST61, 0-50 cm  sand-tempered body sherd, 
uneven surface 
 1  8.0   
ST61, 0-50 cm  sand-tempered plain body 
sherd, low fired 
 1  2.2 
 
  
ST61, 0-50 cm  unident. metal fragment  1  0.5   
ST61, 0-50 cm  chalk  1  0.3   
ST61, 0-50 cm  hematitic pebbles  12  4.2  maybe some metal fragments 
mixed in 
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Table 15. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST61, below 50 
cm 
 secondary flake  1  0.4   
ST61, below 50 
cm 
 hematitic pebbles  3  0.3   
brick scatter #1  brick, large quartz temper  1  770.8  "2" on one side, 11 x 6.4 x 6.8 
cm 
 
Baker 1990 
        
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 flake  1    other 
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 unidentified long bone 
fragment 
 1     
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 white crazed pottery, 
unidentified 
 1     
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 Alachua grit-tempered plain 
sherd 
 1     
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 burned wood fragments  5     
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 clear glass fragments  26     
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 brown glass fragment  1     
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 brick fragments  4     
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 soap stone  1     
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 rusted bolt head  1    hex 
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 rusted nut  1     
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 rusted staple  1     
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 rusted wedge spike  1     
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 rusted fasteners  10     
Canoe Launch 
Site, Test Pit 13 
 unidentified metal fragments  7     
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Table 15. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
surface between 
Canoe Launch 
and Equestrian 
Facility 
 flakes  6    1 secondary decortication; 2 
primary reduction (without 
cortex); 1 secondary reduction; 
2 other 
surface between 
Canoe Launch 
and Equestrian 
Facility 
 core  1     
surface between 
Canoe Launch 
and Equestrian 
Facility 
 white crazed pottery, 
unidentified 
 1     
Canoe Launch 
Area, Post Hole 
Test 1 
 brick fragment  1     
Canoe Launch 
Area, Post Hole 
Test 2 
 flakes  3    1 primary reduction (without 
cortex); 2 other 
Canoe Launch 
Area, Post Hole 
Test 2 
 blue and white pottery  2    one fragment, two pieces 
Canoe Launch 
Area, Post Hole 
Test 2 
 clear glass fragments  4     
surface in road 50 
m northeast of 
8Mr1922 
 flakes   10       5 secondary decortication; 5 
secondary reduction 
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Junk Car Site, 8Mr1923 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: sandhills west of Silver River. 
Area: unknown; no longer present. 
Elevation: 50-55 ft. (15.2-16.8 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: unknown; no shovel testing. 
Soils: Candler sand, 0-5% slopes and Electra sand, 0-5% slopes. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed forest. 
Discovery Method: initially discovered during surface collection; not relocated. 
Time Period: mid-twentieth century historic. 
Integrity: none; cars have been removed. 
Significance: none. 
Impacts: cars have been removed by park staff; no adverse effect because the site was not eligible. 
Recommendations: change status in FMSF to “destroyed.” 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous):  
During his survey of portions of the Silver River State Park, Henry Baker (1990) recorded 
the Junk Car site (8Mr1923). He found a few car and truck bodies northwest of the (then proposed) 
museum along the interpretive trail, including a 1953 Hudson (Baker 1990:16-19).  
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
No geographic coordinates were provided, but the crew conducted surface inspection, 
walking transects near the site’s mapped location (Figure 98). The area, like the rest of the park, is 
forested, and surface visibility is poor. It is also impossible to walk straight transects while constantly 
fighting through vegetation. Summers indicated that the cars were removed as part of park cleanup 
222 
 
activities. The FMSF form will be updated to indicate that the vehicle bodies have been removed. 
This should not be considered an adverse impact to historic properties because the site was not 
eligible for listing in the National Register. 
 
Figure 98. Mapped location of Junk Car site (8Mr1923). 
 
Materials Recovered: no collections. 
  
223 
 
Recent Trash Dump Site, 8Mr1924 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: uplands west of Silver River and east of a small wetland; perhaps near a former river 
channel. 
Area: approx. 100 by 60 m (328 by 127 ft.). 
Elevation: 45-50 ft. (13.7-15.2 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: area not specifically shovel tested, but nearby ST124 had the following stratigraphy: 0-
7 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand; 7-15 cm 10 YR 8/3 very pale brown sand; 15-90 cm 10 YR 7/6 yellow 
sand; 90-115 cm 10 YR 8/3 very pale brown sand. 
Soils: Electra sand, 0-5% slopes. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed forest; oaks, pine, palmettos. 
Discovery Method: surface collection for initial recording; surface inspection for relocation (no 
collection). 
Time Period: historic twentieth century. 
Integrity: low. 
Significance: low. 
Impacts: much of the historic debris may have been removed, but some glass, ceramics, clothing 
fragments, and other trash remains. This is a common occurrence across the park where people 
have discarded garbage over the past century or more, especially within depressions. 
Recommendations: no artifact concentration was found through pedestrian survey, simply 
haphazard discard of various household garbage items. No preservation, avoidance, or other special 
consideration is warranted. 
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Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
Henry Baker recorded the Recent Trash Dump site (8Mr1924) about 300 meters north of 
the then-proposed museum site. No artifacts were collected, and although he did not suggest any 
future research avenues, he did propose that this site and 8Mr1923 should be left in place as an 
impetus to discuss the impacts of littering (Baker 1990:19, 25). 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 One area on the east side of an access road, opposite from where the site was recorded, had 
some recent historic or modern artifacts (Figure 99) such as whiteware with a scalloped rim, 
ceramics with a brown glaze, a sole to a shoe or boot (Figure 100), an ointment bottle, miscellaneous 
glass, and concrete block. These artifacts could be part of the large dump site (Figure 101), but they 
do not appear to have any research potential. 
    
Figure 99. Miscellaneous historic glass and ceramics.  Figure 100. Author with boot or shoe sole. 
 
Field crews traversed the area recorded as Mr1924, and an access road now runs through 
that location. Assorted historic debris is found throughout the park, especially in depressions. 
However, the extensive historic dump pictured in Baker’s report does not seem to be extant. 
According to Summers, the rangers worked on clearing out trash at this site. The site should 
probably be considered mostly, if not completely, destroyed.  
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Figure 101. Map of 8Mr1924 as recorded in FMSF and location of historic scatter identified in the field. The concentration 
recorded as Mr1924 appears to have been removed. 
 
Table 16. Materials Recovered, Site 8Mr1924 (None collected). 
Provenience   Contents   Comments 
surface  whiteware  scalloped rim 
surface  ceramic  brown glaze 
surface  glass jar fragment   
surface  ointment bottle   
surface  sole   shoe or boot 
surface  misc. glass   
surface  concrete block   
surface  glass bottles   
surface  metal cans   
surface  brick/building materials   
surface   historic ceramics     
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Concrete Structure (Probably Dip Vats) Site, 8Mr1925 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 9. 
Physiography: uplands on southeast side of the park, about 180 m east of a small depression. 
Area: approximately 50 by 100 m (164 by 328 ft.). 
Elevation: 50 ft. (15.2 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: unknown; no shovel testing at location (some potential for soil contamination). 
Soils: Paisley loamy fine sand. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed hardwood and coniferous forest. 
Discovery Method: initial discovery and relocation through informant interview and surface 
inspection/collection. 
Time Period: historic twentieth century American. 
Integrity: moderate-high. 
Significance: unknown, probably low-moderate. 
Impacts: more visible structure has some cracking and damage and another nearby foundation 
seems to be the remains of a more substantial structure that is no longer standing; the surrounding 
artifact scatter seems to have a low density. 
Recommendations: avoid and preserve; the exact nature of this structure is still unclear.  
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
 Henry Baker recorded the concrete structure (probably dip vat), 8Mr1925, during his 1990 
survey of select portions of the park. He described it as a poured concrete structure with three 
separate rectangular reservoirs for holding liquid and suggested a watering trough or dip vat for 
cattle as a function (Baker 1990:19). He recognized that its “rather complex and unusual 
construction” could mean that it had a different function. 
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Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
The Concrete Structure is about 15 meters north of the bike trail (Figure 102). The structure 
(Figure 103) consists of three enclosures, one long rectangular bath with higher sides, a little over 
two feet (61 cm) tall (Figure 104). It was not placed into the ground very deeply, only about an inch 
or two (2.5-3 cm). Another side of the concrete structure was rectangular but closer to square in 
shape with walls that were not nearly as high, about 8.5 by 10 ft. (2.6-3 m). In the middle was a very 
narrow enclosure as wide as the largest vat but only about 2.5 ft. (76 cm) long. The structure was 
oriented northwest-southeast. The vats had poured concrete bottoms as well, with holes for drains, 
suggesting that they were used to hold liquid. 
 
Figure 102. Concrete Structure (Mr1925) north of bike trail. 
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Figure 103. Sketch of the layout of 8Mr1925. 
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However, it is unlikely that these were cattle dip vats. The only one that might be deep 
enough to immerse a cow for parasite eradication has walls that are too high to allow the animal to 
step into it. There is no pathway for the animal to walk from one vat to the other. The hole on the 
east side of the enclosure (Figure 105) was open and had an unpleasant chemical smell when the leaf 
mat was cut and pulled back from that portion of the vat (Figure 106). The hole on the eastern side 
was in line with the hole in between the two rectangular baths (Figure 107), which was closed off by 
a metal screw top on the end within the tall vat. 
 
Figure 104. Above-ground concrete structure with three vats. 
 
  
Figure 105. Drain on east side of tall vat. Figure 106. Location of drain at bottom of tall vat. 
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South of the structure was a 4-inch diameter (10.2 cm) metal pipe drain, a well that had been 
plugged by the St. Johns River Water Management District (Figure 108). There were a few chunks of 
limestone within the vat with a more square-like shape, as well as some circular concrete chunks to 
the west and southwest of the squarish vat. They may have been supports for the concrete structure 
itself, of maybe some structure built over it. The concrete structure had dents in its top directly over 
the holes between the vats, possibly to rest a hose or pipe. A long copper gas pipe had what looked 
like a drill bit affixed to the end of it, but it was actually a rusted spray nozzle according to Summers. 
It was long enough to stretch across the whole rectangular vat and probably rested on the 
indentations. It is possible that the tall vat could have held pesticides or other liquids that would be 
sprayed onto cattle standing in the large vat with shorter walls. 
   
Figure 107. Structures with drains looking toward tall vat. Figure 108. Well and groove on the top of structure. 
  
 After scraping away the root and moss mat, one rodent tooth and one piece of indeterminate 
bone, possibly a shoulder joint, was recovered from within the tall rectangular vat. These were 
probably later remains not associated with use of the structures. No identifiable marks suggesting 
the identity of a builder or users of the structure were found. There was an old Firestone tire west of 
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the structure, and a clear glass peanut butter jar, a whiskey bottle, as well as a pull-top Budweiser 
beer can were found in the nearby woods. Also not far from the concrete structure was a formed 
concrete glob in the shape of a bag, likely concrete that got wet and set while still in its bag, which 
has since decomposed. The concrete is likely associated with the structure, but the bottles and cans 
may be random trash left by hikers or hunters. 
 Summers believes that a dip vat was just north of the previously recorded structure (possible 
spray vat). Under the brush there was a concrete and brick wall (Figures 109 and 110) with a 
depression immediately to the east side of it and some additional concrete and brick in this 
depression. However, a second dip vat wall was not present and there was no concrete bottom to 
the structure. Summers believes that the wall and depression still suggest a vat, but it is my opinion 
that a more substantial structure was here. 
 
Figure 109. Bergmann exposing a portion of the concrete and brick wall. 
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Figure 110. Wall in foreground and concrete structures in background. 
 
 The foundation of the wall was concrete, with brick at the top. The concrete pieces that 
were resting against the wall, and not attached to it, had brick on their bottoms and concrete on 
their tops, the opposite of the structure still in the ground (Figures 111 and 112). It is possible that 
either the top of the wall fell or if there was another wall that was pushed up against this foundation 
after the structure was razed. The wall was about 19.5 ft. (5.9 m) long where it was visible above 
ground. By troweling and probing the ground, we found that the brick wall extended a full 40 feet 
(12.2 m) to the edge of the above ground concrete structure (Figure 113). Some brick fragments lay 
on the surface along this buried wall layout. A couple pieces of non-diagnostic glass were recovered 
nearby. No subsurface tests were excavated in case of arsenic contamination. 
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Figure 111. Concrete and brick leaned up against wall.          Figure 112. Side view of concrete and brick. 
 
  
Figure 113. Line of light brick scatter. Most was identified just underground by probing, running in a straight line between the 
concrete/brick wall and the poured concrete above-ground structures. 
 
 Historic aerials (Figures 114 and 115) show activity in this area as early as 1940. It appears 
more overgrown over the next couple of decades, but in 1979 there appears to be some clearing in 
the area as well. The 1979 aerial also shows development of a depression to the west of the 8Mr1925 
location. The structures certainly had some agricultural or pastoral function, but nothing more 
specific has yet been determined regarding their usage. 
234 
 
     
Figure 114. 1940 aerial, possible activity at 8Mr1925 (bottom center). Figure 115. 1979 aerial near 8Mr1925. 
 
Table 17. Materials Recovered, Site 8Mr1925. 
Provenience   Contents   N.  Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2014-2015 
within concrete vat, 
large rectangular vat 
under root mat 
 broken animal tooth, UID, forked root  1  0.8   
within concrete vat, 
large rectangular vat 
under root mat 
 UID bone, poss. scapula?  1  1.5   
within concrete vat, 
large rectangular vat 
under root mat 
 concrete fragments  3  0.4   
surface  clear glass Bell jar with cup 
measurements on side, "P-nuttiest!" on 
bottom, along with "13  8" and "Bell", 
screw top rim 
 1  254  probably a Peter Pan 
peanut butter jar, based 
on style of Ball logo, 
probably later than 1960 
surface  one-liter clear glass liquor bottle with 
"AA" embossed on side, "one liter" at 
bottom, threaded rim, machine made, 
bottom (base) reads "V 4107 liquor 
bottle 18 N 39" 
 1  545.5  likely post-1980 due to 
use of metric system, 
probably an Ancient Age 
whiskey bottle 
surface near vat  aqua glass jar (?) partial base and body 
shard 
 1  53.1   
surface near vat   clear glass jar (?) fragment (body)   1   7    
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Boardwalk Site, 8Mr2195 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map, Ocala East, FL 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 5. 
Physiography: uplands along the southwest bank of the Silver River. 
Area: approximately 30 by 55 m (98 by 180 ft.) as original recorded. 
Elevation: 45-55 ft. (13.7-16.8 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: from ST40 near original plot: 0-20 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand; 20-62 cm 10 
YR 7/1 light gray sand; 62-100 cm 10 YR 7/3 very pale brown sand. 
Soils: Candler sand, 0-5% slopes; Tavares sand, 0-5% slopes. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed forest including oaks, pines, and palmettos. 
Discovery Method: recorded and updated based on shovel testing and surface collection. 
Time Period: prehistoric; late prehistoric Alachua, probably earlier Woodland and Archaic also. 
Integrity: high. 
Significance: moderate-high.  
Impacts: road and trail construction and use; trash dumping. 
Recommendations: preservation and avoidance, as well as further testing to delineate the site. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
 In April 1993, CARL archaeologists Brent Weisman and Christine Newman recorded the 
Boardwalk Site (8Mr2195), based on a single 40 cm2 shovel test excavated near a boardwalk. The 
area was proposed for a 2’ by 3’ (60.1 by 91.4 cm) excavation unit to be dug during a Florida 
Envirothon, a natural resources and environmental science field education and competition program 
for high school students organized by the St. Johns River Water Management District (2015). 
Weisman and Newman found lithics between 30 and 85 cm deep, with an increase in density around 
80 cm. Due to the depth of cultural material, they suggested that it could be an early occupation with 
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research potential and should be preserved. No further work has been reported at the site, and it is 
unclear whether or not the Envirothon participants excavated a unit in this area. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 No break in artifact recovery was found between sites 8Mr83, 8Mr93, 8Mr1920, and 
8Mr2195 (Figure 116). Therefore, current fieldwork covering this whole area is discussed together 
under a combined site description. 
 
Figure 116. Original recorded location for Boardwalk (Mr2195) with shovel tests expanding boundaries. 
 
Table 18. Materials Recovered, Site 8Mr2195 (Previous Investigations).  
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Weisman and Newman Envirothon Testing 
Shovel Test at 399240E 3231320N, 30-85 cm   lithic debitage   38         
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Combined Sites: No Name (Mr83), Impala Site (Mr93), Oak Hammock (Mr1920), and 
Boardwalk (Mr2195) 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map Ocala East, FL 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Sections 5-8 and Township 15S, Range 22 E, Section 1. 
Physiography: uplands along the south bank of the Silver Springs headsprings and along the south 
side of the Silver River. 
Area: scatter extends about 1780 m east-west along the south bank of the Silver River over at least 
500 m south from the river. It follows the river bend and runs northwest to southeast approximately 
1920 m as much as 500 m to the southwest away from the river. The site probably extends into large 
site Mr2703 as well, but more testing is needed to accurately delineate boundaries of the huge site. 
Elevation: 40-75 ft. (12.2-22.9 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: varies (see description).  
Soils: Adamsville sand, 0-5% slopes; Electra sand, 0-5% slopes; Candler sand, 0-5% slopes; Tavares 
sand, 0-5% slopes; Arents; Samsula-Martel Complex, depressional; Anclote-Tomoka complex, 
depressional; Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded; Placid sand, depressional. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed hardwood and coniferous forests, hammocks, xeric pine forest. 
Discovery Method: surface collection, shovel testing, informant interview. 
Time Periods: Paleo-Indian, Archaic, Woodland, Late Prehistoric, Seminole, historic. 
Integrity: variable; some parts of the site are very highly disturbed and others have high integrity. 
Significance: likely significant. Very large site encompassing many previously recorded sites. 
Impacts: past and present park amenity and road construction, historic dumping and extensive sand 
borrow activities, erosion. 
Recommendations: preserve wherever possible. Any ground disturbance should be preceded by an 
archaeological investigation, which should include deep excavation since artifacts are known to be 
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found as deep as 2.5 m in some areas of the site (such as the Paradise Park site, 8Mr92, 
encompassed by the site). 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
 Previous investigations were detailed in the site summaries for each individual recorded site. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 The boundaries of the Impala site (8Mr93) had been extended along the west side of the 
springhead by SouthArc, Inc., to Paradise Road on the south by UF, and to extent of the 2013 UF 
project area on the east. Shovel Tests 1, 2, 18-22, and 77-79 were excavated to test the area south of 
Paradise Road / 24th Street. Artifacts were recovered in all except for Shovel Test 2 and Shovel Test 
80. Shovel Test 2 was in pine forest about 100 m east of State Road 35 and 100 m south of Paradise 
Road; soils were disturbed and mottled from pine plantation. Shovel Test 80 was about 200 m south 
of Paradise Road, and may represent a boundary for this site. 
 Within the extension of the Impala site were small drainages that ran approximately east-
west through the area. Trailers and small buildings for park activities, storage, and maintenance are 
within the site boundaries. Shovel Tests 1 and 18-22 were excavated at approximately 25 meter 
intervals (Figure 117), while ST77-80 were spaced much more widely, at about 100 m intervals east 
to west and variable intervals moving north to south (Figure 118). The area is mostly within the 
mixed pine and oak forest. A typical profile was 0-20 cm of 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
humic sand over at least 80 cm of 10 YR 5/6 yellowish brown sand; tests were full of pine roots. 
Lithic flakes and tools, shell, pottery, bone, and charcoal were recovered, including one 
deeply buried flake found with the coring tool. Lithic debitage and some large limestone rocks were 
also visible on the surface. Recovery in shovel tests 1 and 18-22 was not particularly dense (average 
of 13 flakes per test) and tools were limited to a few possibly utilized flakes (Figures 119 and 120). 
Only one sherd of St. Johns plain pottery was recovered. 
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Figure 117. Shovel Tests 1 and 18-22 south of previously recorded Mr93. 
 
 Only a few chert flakes and some charcoal were recovered in the tests farther to the east, and 
these did not appear until about 50 cm in depth in each test. At ST79, there were both prehistoric 
and historic artifacts scattered on the surface and historic building materials – limerock fill – 
between clayey lenses recovered from the subsurface test. There is a good possibility that this area 
had been filled in order to support a historic building, and material from a prehistoric site may have 
made up the fill and is therefore out of context. Several tools were recovered from the surface near 
ST79 (Figures 121 and 122). 
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Figure 118. Shovel Tests conducted south of previously recorded portion of Mr93. 
 
    
Figure 119. Denticulate tool from ST 19, possible spokeshave. Figure 120. Utilized flake from Shovel Test 1. 
 
 
Figure 121. Large scraper with possible hafting on primary flake. 
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Figure 122. Disturbed area at Shovel Test 79 with surface scatter. 
 
 The artifact-bearing shovel tests farthest to the south are about 525 meters south of the 
Silver River. As would be expected, artifact recovery declined with distance from water in general, 
and distance from the springhead specifically. In culturally-sterile Shovel Test 80, soil color changed 
to 17 cm of 10 YR 5/4 yellowish brown sand with 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand to 100 cm deep. 
 No shovel testing was conducted within parts of the park that were surveyed by 
O’Donoughue and Sassaman and are now included within the site boundary for 8Mr93. However, 
we collected some artifacts from the surface in areas visited with Summers (Figure 123). A pioneer 
reconstruction called the Fort King Waterway village (Figure 124) had chert flakes and a large tool 
on the surface. In another area along an access road, gopher burrows and hogs stirred up artifacts. 
M.R. Porter had constructed a building on his property called the Indian Lodge for group meeting 
space rental. The lodge is no longer present, but the area has animal pen fencing. Natural chert and 
debitage was found here (Figure 125). Another area is being interpreted for the public as the 
archaeological site described by Daniel Brinton. Discarded screens, a site marker, and a table with 
large chert flakes and fragments of mammoth or mastodon bone (Figure 126) are displayed. We 
collected a few of these, but they are out of context. There was no map included in Brinton’s work 
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and the location was not precisely described, so it is unclear if there is reason to believe that this 
location is the one described by Brinton or not. 
 
Figure 123. Map showing areas where surface scatter was conducted within the UF survey area at Mr93. 
 
 
Figure 124. Portion of Ft. King Waterway Pioneer Village reconstruction. 
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Figure 125. “Indian lodge” area within the site Mr93. 
 
 
Figure 126. Mammoth bone fragment displayed at “Brinton site” within site 8Mr93. 
 
 Shovel testing was continued east of the UF project area, east and south of a dredged inlet, 
southwest of the southerly bend in the river, around the possible burial mound (Mr33) and within 
the plotted general vicinity location of Mr1081 (now identified as a zoo-animal burial ground). Tests 
exhibited a continuous artifact scatter with no sterile areas identified that would separate sites 
8Mr93, 8Mr83, and 8Mr2195 (Figure 127). No differences in recovery by artifact types, soil 
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distinctions, or presence of waterways or other dividing topographic features could be identified to 
suggest a separation of sites, although shovel testing was not conducted at very small intervals. 
 
Figure 127. Shovel testing at large site between recorded locations of Mr83, Mr93, and Mr2195, including around possible 
burial mound site Mr33. 
 
 Shovel Test 129 was excavated east of Paradise Road within sight of the large green cage that 
formerly held monkeys and later, hogs. Only flakes were recovered from the test between about 38 
cm and 150 cm deep, with some of the larger ones recovered below 112 cm with the coring tool.  
 Shovel Tests 105, 106, 107, 110, and 111 were excavated in the area surrounding the possible 
burial mound (Mr33). Shovel Test 105 yielded both pottery and lithic debitage, including some deep 
in the test, probably around 130 cm. Several varieties of pottery were found in Shovel Test 105: St. 
Johns Plain, plain sherds with grog tempering and possibly another tempering agent that had eroded 
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out, such as limestone, and sand-tempered sherds, some of which seems to have some charcoal 
temper as well (Figures 128 and 129). Lithic flakes were found in shovel tests 106 and 107, and 
ST107 contained flakes as deep as 150 cm. Shovel Test 110 was accidentally placed only 20 meters 
away from ST106. Recovery was dense in the loose sand soil, including some large lithic tools. This 
test was especially productive between 60 and 100 cm, although some additional flakes may have 
fallen in when it had to be left open temporarily after thunderstorms halted excavation. 
      
Figure 128. Sand-and charcoal-tempered sherd.   Figure 129. Grog-tempered sherd with holes, maybe from limestone temper. 
    
Historic or modern trash is prolific around this area. Abandoned animal cages, some brick 
and mortar, and some rusted metal that may have been machinery or farming implements are 
present. Surface disturbance does not seem to have highly impacted the subsurface prehistoric site. 
Shovel tests 105 through 107 had a yellowish brown humic layer and then a relatively 
homogenous brownish yellow layer of sand, sometimes with some flecks of charcoal present (Figure 
130). Shovel Test 110 was different – it had very pale brown sand in the upper 20 cm, light gray 
sand between 20 and 83 cm, and then very pale brown sand again to 105 cm deep. The area was 
characterized by mixed hardwood, pine, palm, and palmetto forest. 
Shovel tests 111 and 114-118 were excavated along the southwest bank of the Silver River 
and connect to the Boardwalk site area. Shovel Test 111 had lithic flakes throughout from 10 to 120 
cm where the water table was encountered, as well as one small sherd of St. Johns plain pottery. 
Shovel Test 114 exhibited a concentration of lithic flakes throughout the test to 126 cm, with high 
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density recovery even deep in the test. Tools included a possible core with wear suggesting use as a 
hammerstone and/or possible spokeshave, a retouched scraper with use-wear, and a utilized flake 
(Figures 131 and 132). A possible sand-tempered pottery sherd was found at around 100 cm deep. 
This area was within view of the swamp between two tall oak trees. The soil was damp below about 
100 cm and by the end of the shovel test at 126 cm depth, we were at the water table. 
 
Figure 130. Shovel Test 107, typical test within this portion of the site. 
 
  
Figure 131. Possible core tool from Shovel Test 114.     Figure 132. Scraper and utilized flake from ST114. 
 
 Shovel test 115 was farther from the river and had fewer materials; the first flake was not 
found until 50 cm deep, and recovery seemed to taper off toward the bottom of the test at about 
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112 cm. However, a biface fragment was recovered from this test (Figure 133). ST 116 was 
excavated within view of the swamp. Recovery here started at about 50 cm deep and continued to 
the bottom of the shovel test at 102 cm. Extensive root systems were encountered in ST117, but 
flakes started appearing just below the root level, approximately 30 cm deep. It seemed that there 
were more flakes deeper in the shovel test, especially below about 85 cm. Flakes were found with 
the coring tool between about 113 and 135 cm deep. Artifacts included a possible graver and a 
utilized flake (Figure 134). 
   
Figure 133. Biface fragment from ST115.             Figure 134. Possible graver on secondary flake from ST115. 
 
 ST118, had fewer roots and yielded flakes between about 10 cm and 116 cm deep. There was 
a high frequency of flakes recovered deep in the test, around 100 cm. Small pieces of sand-tempered 
pottery that appear to have had some manner of surface roughening were found. 
 Shovel Tests 40-50 (Figure 135) were excavated to try to delineate the previously-recorded 
Boardwalk Site (8Mr2195). Shovel Test 118 was close to Shovel Test 48 suggesting that there is no 
break in artifact distribution across the south bank of the Silver River up to this location. Magnolia, 
oak, other hardwood trees, and palmettos were present near the river here, with more pines farther 
from the river (Figures 136 and 137). 
Lithic artifacts were recovered throughout Shovel Test 40 from 0 to 100 cm. A heavy 
unifacial tool shaped from a large cortical chunk of chert was found near 100 cm depth (Figure 138). 
A possible graver and a number of utilized flakes were also found in this test (Figure 139). No 
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artifacts were found by coring in the bottom center to 165 cm, but one flake came from a second 
core to 150 cm in the northwest corner of the same shovel test, at around 130 cm depth. 
 
Figure 135. Shovel tests excavated near the Boardwalk portion (8Mr2195) of the large combined site. 
 
 
Figure 136. Vegetation in the Boardwalk part of the site.       Figure 137. Edge of the swamp near the Boardwalk site. 
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Figure 138. Large unifacial tool from ST 40.   Figure 139. Utilized flakes from ST 40. 
 
 Shovel tests were excavated at approximately 50 m intervals, with Shovel Tests 41, 42, and 
43 south of Shovel Test 40. These tests contained lithics. The density in Shovel Test 41 increased 
around 80 cm deep and extended to the bottom of the test at 100 cm. A bifacial scraper that was 
possibly hafted was found in Shovel Test 42 at approximately 50 cm depth (Figure 140). Deeply 
buried flakes were recovered using the coring tool, but the water table was reached at approximately 
130 cm. Shovel Test 43 was farther away from the river and lithic flake recovery (some of which 
may have been utilized) did not start until approximately 30 cm depth here. 
 
Figure 140. Bifacially worked and possibly hafted tool from Shovel Test 42. 
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Shovel Tests 44-50 were excavated to the north and west of Shovel Test 40. Shovel Test 44 
yielded lithics as shallow as 2 cm deep and was rich with flakes, but recovery tapered off around 80 
cm; a core to an additional 30 cm depth produced one small flake in the first 10 cm. In addition to 
lithic flakes up to 110 cm deep in Shovel Test 45, pottery was recovered very shallow in this test, 
with smaller sherds deeper as well. Alachua Cob-Marked (Figure 141), sand-tempered sherds with 
possible charcoal tempering, and St. Johns sherds were all found in the same shovel test. Chert 
flakes (one utilized) and one fine sand-tempered sherd (Figure 142) were encountered above 80 cm 
depth in Shovel Test 46. Shovel Test 47 contained sand-tempered plain pottery sherds that mended 
together (Figure 143) and lithic flakes, some of which were utilized. Shovel Test 48 contained sand-
and-charcoal tempered pottery (Figure 144) as well as a biface fragment with a sub-rectilinear base 
(Figures 145). The area around Shovel Tests 45-48 has a concentration of pottery suggesting use in 
during the Woodland period or later. Shovel tests 49 and 50 were farthest from the river, and 
contained three flakes each, all deep. Surface flakes were also collected. 
   
Figure 141. Alachua Cob-Marked sherd from ST45. Figure 142. Fine sand tempered sherd from ST46. 
 
 Soil profiles in this area vary somewhat, but most have a grayish-brown upper stratum (10 
YR 5/2 is common). Sometimes there is a middle layer of light gray or white sands, followed by a 
very pale brown stratum below about 55 cm. Other tests have darker brownish-yellow soils 
throughout most of the test and some a dark humic layer on top. All the tests near the previously 
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recorded Boardwalk site had artifacts, so no boundaries could be delineated. Shovel Test 132 was 
excavated between the testing area at Boardwalk and the extension of Oak Hammock (see below). 
Although it did not appear to be within the floodplain, water began to fill the test at only 20 cm 
deep and the sandy soil was damp throughout. While deeper excavation was not possible, lithic 
flakes were recovered, suggesting that the site is still present. 
   
Figure 143. Sand-tempered pottery from ST47.               Figure 144. Sand-and-charcoal tempered sherd. 
 
 
Figures 145. Biface fragment with rectilinear base. 
 
 Shovel Tests 120 through 126 were excavated to see if the Oak Hammock site extends north 
to the Boardwalk site and while some of these were placed a little too close to the swamp, they all 
yielded artifacts (Figures 146 and 147). Park amenity construction has taken place on other sides of 
the Oak Hammock site, although more testing would have been possible and recommended if more 
time and labor could be allotted to each site. 
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Figure 146. Typical vegetation near the Oak Hammock portion of the site. 
 
 
Figure 147. Shovel tests in the vicinity of the Oak Hammock Site (8Mr1920). 
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Shovel Test 120 was excavated about 100 m north of the existing boundary for 8Mr1920 
behind the Silver River Museum and Education Center and Library near the river backswamp. 
Flakes appeared in the test by about 28 cm and extended to the water table at 76 cm depth. Shovel 
Test 121 was excavated northwest of Shovel Test 120, and like that test, it appears within a wetland 
on the map. Artifacts were recovered between 10 cm depth and the water table at 89 cm, with an 
increase in density between 70 and 80 cm. Shovel Test 122 was excavated farther to the northwest 
and though it appears to be on higher ground, it was closer to visible swamp. Flakes were found 
immediately below the roots, but the water table was at 33 cm. The swamp widens here, so Shovel 
Test 123 was excavated about 80 m north and 150 m west of the last test near a large oak tree and 
along one of the main service roads running north from the museum. There is historic refuse around 
this area as well. Artifacts were recovered between 20 and 80 cm and the water table was reached at 
100 cm. Shovel Tests 120-123 were not cored due to the water table. 
 The soil at Shovel Test 124 was noticeably different from that of the previous four. The first 
flakes appeared at about 20 cm deep and both St. Johns Check-Stamped (Figure 148) and sand-
tempered plain pottery was recovered beginning at 40 cm and extending through most of the test, 
which was excavated to 115 cm deep. Three of the St. Johns rim sherds could be mended, and there 
may also have been some sand temper in the chalky paste. Because there was recovery deep in the 
shovel test, the coring tool was used to excavate down to about 195 cm deep. A flake was recovered 
around 155 to 165 cm deep. Flakes and both St. Johns Plain and sand-tempered plain pottery were 
found in Shovel Test 125. A biface fragment (Figure 149) retaining some cortex was also recovered, 
along with a large number of flakes. Flakes continued to be recovered with the coring tool as deep as 
191 cm. Between about 171-181 cm depth, the coring tool brought up a huge bifacial tool (Figure 
150) that may have been a hammerstone and possibly hafted. It appears that the vicinity of Shovel 
Tests 124 and 125 would be a good area for further work. 
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Figure 148. St. Johns Check-Stamped rim sherds.    Figure 149. Biface fragment. 
 
 
Figure 150. Biface from 171 to 181 cm deep in Shovel Test 125.  
 
Shovel Test 126 yielded flakes, and at around 70 cm deep, possible features appeared (Figure 
151). A circular dark stain about 5 cm in diameter was visible in the northwest corner and another in 
the northeast. Another dark area ran along the entirety of the south wall of the shovel test and then 
expanded into a slightly more circular stain about 20 cm north along the eastern wall. Attempts to 
either pedestal or remove half of the features to see a profile showed that they spread out until most 
of the test showed the darker reddish loamy sand. No artifacts or faunal materials were recovered in 
this darker, harder packed soil and only one flake was found below 70 cm here. 
Oaks, as well as pine, magnolia, palms, and palmetto covered the area. Soils nearer to the 
recorded location of the Oak Hammock site had a darker humic layer that was sometimes very 
shallow above light gray soils. Shovel Tests 123 through 125 had a stratum of white sand above 
either a yellow or pale brown sand. 
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Figure 151. Shovel Test 126 at 70 cm depth. 
 
While it is somewhat cumbersome to address such a large area as a single site (Figure 152), 
all signs point to a continuous scatter from the west and south of the Silver Springs headsprings and 
along the sandy south banks of the Silver River to where it intersects with swampland. If shovel tests 
were spaced at smaller intervals, there may be areas with no cultural materials within the large 
combined site, and there certainly are heavily disturbed areas. There also seem to be parts of the site 
that have higher artifact densities or concentrations of pottery, and more would be likely found with 
additional testing. However, vegetation, soils, elevation, surface expression, and lack of sterile shovel 
tests suggest that dividing this area into individual sites is not an accurate representation of the 
archaeological record. It probably represents multiple, recurring occupations extending along the 
riverside, prime habitation zone, over many centuries of prehistoric time. Because the boundary of 
site 8Mr93 has already been expanded greatly, it makes sense from a management standpoint to 
retain this number for the entire area.  
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Figure 152. Combined site from Mr83, 93, 1920, and 2195 in pink with FMSF plots in purple. 
 
Materials Recovered (Previous Investigations): see individual site descriptions. 
Table 19. Materials Recovered, Site 8Mr83/93/1920/2195 (Current investigation only). 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. 
(g) 
  Comments 
ST1, 0-100 cm  expedient flake tool with use wear, 
probable scraper 
 1  7.0   
ST1, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  10  19.2  2 chert, 8 coral, some 
retouch flakes 
ST1, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  3  126.1   
ST1, 0-100 cm  primary decort flakes  10  292.7  one with shell fossil 
ST1, 0-100 cm  block shatter  1  2.5   
ST1, 0-100 cm  poss. fossilized long bone frag  1  22.7   
ST1, 0-100 cm  modern shell frags   3  0.3  tiny gastropods 
ST1, 0-100 cm  charcoal  1  12.6  vial 
ST21, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  5  1.0   
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Table 19. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. 
(g) 
  Comments 
ST21, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  2  3.6   
ST20, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  2  5.4   
ST20, 0-100 cm  primary decort flake  1  17.3   
ST22, 0-108 cm  secondary flakes  10  6.0  some thermally altered, some 
patinated, one same material 
as Cactus Flower microtool? 
ST22, 0-108 cm  primary decort flakes  2  0.2   
ST18, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  5  2.8   
ST18, 0-100 cm  St. Johns Plain body sherd  1  2.6   
ST18, 0-100 cm  vertebrae  6  3.6  prob. snake 
ST18, 0-100 cm  pebble  1  0.6   
ST18, 130-150 cm  secondary flake  1  0.1   
ST19, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  10  4.1   
ST19, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  2  10.8   
ST19, 0-100 cm  shell and shell frags  3  1.5  gastropod, other unidentified 
ST19, 0-100 cm  limestone pebbles  2  5.7   
ST19, 0-100 cm  denticulate tool  1  11.9  on a curved flake with use-
wear, possible shaft 
straightener (spokeshave) 
surface near ST79  side scraper on large primary decort 
flake with possible notching for 
hafting 
 1  135.6   
surface near ST79  unifacial flake scraper with use-wear  1  32.0   
surface near ST79  secondary flakes  3  11.9   
surface near ST79  secondary decort flakes  2  42.5  one thermally-altered 
surface near ST79  block shatter with cortex  2  30.8   
surface near ST79  plastic lid  1  5.1  with writing "FOR N or M?" 
surface near ST79  patinated glass shard  1  6.0   
surface near ST79  limestone construction material  1  90.1   
surface near ST79  UID modern plastic/rubber  1  0.4   
ST79, 0-100 cm  bone fragments  2  1.4  prob. turtle carapace 
ST79, 0-100 cm  possible highly eroded utilized flake or 
scraper 
 1  12.1  may be a flake 
ST79, 0-100 cm  primary decort flakes  4  8.2   
ST79, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  3  6.1   
ST79, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  8  4.2   
ST79, 0-100 cm  modern stone building material  3  61.2   
ST79, 0-100 cm  limestone concretions/chunks  2  11.6   
ST79, 0-100 cm  limestone building material  2  26.2   
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Table 19. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. 
(g) 
  Comments 
ST79, 0-100 cm  block shatter  8  28.7   
ST79, 0-100 cm  UID building materials  20  22.5   
ST79, 0-100 cm  hematite - natural and hematitic 
sandstone 
 3  6.6   
ST79, 0-100 cm  shells  3  1.1  small gastropods and other 
ST79, 0-100 cm  highly eroded chert or limestone  1  4.7   
ST78, 30-72 cm  secondary flakes  2  0.5   
ST77, 50-100 cm  secondary flakes  2  3.2  1 retouch flake, 1 with poss. 
minor use-wear 
ST77, 50-100 cm  secondary decort flake  1  0.7   
ST77, 50-100 cm  charcoal  1    one vial 
surface near Indian 
Lodge area 
 secondary decort flake  1  11.0   
surface near Indian 
Lodge area 
 secondary flakes  10  16.4   
surface at Fort 
King Waterway 
Pioneer Village 
 large primary decort flake with 
retouch, possible spokeshave 
 1  199.4   
surface at Fort 
King Waterway 
Pioneer Village 
 utilized flake  1  4.5   
surface at Fort 
King Waterway 
Pioneer Village 
 secondary flakes  5  7.9   
surface at Fort 
King Waterway 
Pioneer Village 
 primary decort flake  1  1.3   
ST106, 0-110 cm  secondary flakes  19  19.7   
ST106, 0-110 cm  secondary decort flakes  3  1.6  2 thermally altered 
ST106, 0-110 cm  block shatter  2  1.3   
ST106, 0-110 cm  hematite concretion  1  12.2   
ST110, 0-60 cm  secondary flakes  13  7.0   
ST110, 0-60 cm  secondary decort flakes  8  8.4   
ST110, 0-60 cm  primary decort flakes  6  8.8   
ST110, 0-60 cm  block shatter  8  39.8   
ST110, 0-60 cm  smoothed pebbles  2  1.0   
ST107, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  3  2.1   
ST107, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  16  9.9  one prob. retouch flake 
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Table 19. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. 
(g) 
  Comments 
ST105, 0-100 cm  sand-tempered body sherd, incision 
below start of rim, possibly with 
charcoal temper as well 
 1  4.3   
ST105, 0-100 cm  St. Johns Plain body sherd  1  0.4   
ST105, 0-100 cm  sand-tempered plain body sherds  1  0.8  very fine sand temper 
ST105, 0-100 cm  plain body sherds, appear to have grog 
temper and another substance eroded 
out, leaving holes in paste; probably 
limestone 
2  3.6   
ST105, 0-100 cm  pebble (hematite)  1  1.2   
ST105, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  15  2.7   
ST105, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  3  9.0   
ST105, 0-100 cm  primary decort flakes  3  4.7   
ST105, 0-100 cm  block shatter  2  2.1   
ST105, 100-140 
cm 
 block shatter  1  0.6   
ST107, 100-145 
cm 
 secondary flakes  2  1.4   
ST111, 0-100 cm  St. Johns indeterminate sherd  1  2.5  accidentally washed with 
brush and surface damaged 
ST111, 0-100 cm  primary decort flake  1  7.5   
ST111, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  7  51.6  one large piece may not be 
chert 
ST111, 0-100 cm  block shatter  8  34.4   
ST111, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  31  34.3   
ST111, 0-100 cm  pebbles  6  1.1   
ST111, 0-100 cm  possible fossilized coral  8  14.0   
ST111, 100-120 
cm 
 secondary flake  1  0.1   
ST111, 100-120 
cm 
 primary decort flake  1  0.1   
ST111, 100-120 
cm 
 pebble  1  0.4   
surface, treefall 
disturbance near 
ST 111 
 secondary flake  1  3.9   
ST110, 62-100 cm 
and wall cleaning 
 utilized flakes, one possible awl with 
shell inclusion 
 3  6.4   
ST110, 62-100 cm 
and wall cleaning 
 secondary flakes  33  22.9  one prepared flake 
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Table 19. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. 
(g) 
  Comments 
ST110, 62-100 cm 
and wall cleaning 
 secondary decort flakes  12  128.7   
ST110, 62-100 cm 
and wall cleaning 
 primary decort flakes  14  50.7   
ST110, 62-100 cm 
and wall cleaning 
 block shatter  14  23.0   
ST110, 105-135 
cm 
 secondary decort flakes  2  0.4   
ST114, 0-126 cm  secondary flakes  ##  37.7   
ST114, 0-126 cm  secondary decort flakes  20  16.5   
ST114, 0-126 cm  primary decort flakes  12  15.9  one with crystalline inclusion 
ST114, 0-126 cm  possible core, with use-wear, possible 
hammerstone and/or spokeshave 
 1  80.2   
ST114, 0-126 cm  block shatter  6  2.3   
ST114, 0-126 cm  hematitic sandstone  3  3.5   
ST114, 0-126 cm  unidentified bone fragment  1  1.1   
ST114, 0-126 cm  scraper, retouched, use-wear, retains 
cortex 
 1  4.8   
ST114, 0-126 cm  utilized flake  1  1.0   
ST114, 0-126 cm  pebbles  3  1.2   
ST114, 0-126 cm  possible sand-tempered sherd  1  1.5   
ST114, 0-126 cm  possible fossilized shell  7  6.5  reacts to HCl 
ST114, 0-126 cm  sandstone concretions  3  1.1   
ST114, 0-126 cm  limestone  1  3.8   
ST114, 0-126 cm  possible fossilized coral  19  4.9   
ST114, 126-146 
cm 
 secondary flake  1  0.2   
ST114, 50-100 cm  huge limestone chunk with fossil shell 
inclusions 
 1  592.8  probably natural 
ST115, 50-112 cm  secondary flakes  14  5.3  2 probably thermally-altered 
ST115, 50-112 cm  secondary decort flakes  3  3.7   
ST115, 50-112 cm  biface fragment  1  3.8  33 mm at widest point 
surface find by 
swamp near STs 
115-118 
 large secondary decort flake  1  10.3   
ST116, 50-102 cm  secondary flakes  27  6.1   
ST116, 50-102 cm  secondary decort flakes  10  10.4   
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Table 19. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. 
(g) 
  Comments 
ST116, 50-102 cm  primary decort flakes  6  1.5   
ST116, 50-102 cm  block shatter  3  2.5   
ST117, 30-113 cm  primary decort flakes  2  1.2   
ST117, 30-113 cm  secondary decort flakes  2  1.5   
ST117, 30-113 cm  block shatter  3  2.9   
ST117, 30-113 cm  secondary flakes  37  10.8  including one bright red 
flake 
ST117, 30-113 cm  poss. graver on secondary flake  1  7.7   
ST117, 30-113 cm  utilized flake  1  2.0   
ST117, 113-135 
cm 
 secondary flakes  3  0.2   
ST117, 113-135 
cm 
 block shatter or limestone  1  0.3   
ST118, 10-116 cm  pottery crumbs, sand-tempered, 
surface appears to be roughened 
 3  1.6  cannot determine what was 
used to roughen surface, but 
the sherds do not appear to 
be plain 
ST118, 10-116 cm  primary decort flakes  6  6.1   
ST118, 10-116 cm  secondary decort flakes  12  7.2   
ST118, 10-116 cm  block shatter  2  2.3   
ST118, 10-116 cm  secondary flakes  55  22.8  at least one thermally altered 
ST118, 10-116 cm  poss. utilized flake, only minor use-
wear 
 1  5.3   
"Brinton site" 
display on table 
 mammoth or mastodon long bone 
fragment 
 1  1428.9   
surface and display 
on table at 
"Brinton Site" 
 secondary flakes  5  4.2   
surface and display 
on table at 
"Brinton Site" 
 secondary decort flakes  3  1.8   
surface and display 
on table at 
"Brinton Site" 
 primary decort flake  1  7.3   
surface and display 
on table at 
"Brinton Site" 
 very large secondary decort flake, 
retouched on at least one side, fossil 
shell inclusions, prob. used as a heavy 
scraper 
 1  488.3   
ST129, 30-112 cm  secondary decort flakes  8  8.4   
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Table 19. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. 
(g) 
  Comments 
ST129, 30-112 cm  block shatter  1  0.3   
ST129, 30-112 cm  secondary flakes  8  2.3   
ST129, 30-112 cm  sandstone  2  1.7   
ST129, 112-150 
cm 
 secondary flakes  3  12.6   
ST129, 112-150 
cm 
 secondary decort flake  1  0.4   
ST126, 0-70 cm  secondary decort flakes  9  9.1   
ST126, 70 cm  secondary flake  1  0.5   
ST125, 127-192 
cm 
 secondary flakes (one piece broke in 
2) 
 3  0.1  probably retouch flakes 
ST125, 127-192 
cm 
 secondary decort flake  2  1.2   
ST125, 171-181 
cm 
 biface, possible hammerstone, 
possibly hafted  
 1  59.8  approx. 8 cm long, 4 cm 
wide, crudely made. Small 
flake chipped off in bag. 
ST125, 0-110 cm  St. Johns Plain body sherds  2  4.1   
ST125, 0-110 cm  sand-tempered plain body sherds  4  4.5   
ST125, 0-110 cm  crude sand-tempered sherd, broken in 
2 
 2  4.0   
ST125, 0-110 cm  secondary flakes  10  6.7  2 thermally-altered 
ST125, 0-110 cm  primary decort flake  1  2.5   
ST125, 0-110 cm  broken biface fragment  1  7.1  cortex remains 
ST125, 0-110 cm  concretion  1  2.9   
surface near ST125  secondary decort flake  1  1.5  recovered near freshly 
disturbed soil, may have 
been in topsoil of ST125 
removed by Tafani and 
Assaad 
ST124, 155-165 
cm 
 secondary decort flake  1  2.3   
ST124, 0-115 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped rim sherds 
and sherdlets, 3 mendable 
 11  28.4  possibly some sand in the St. 
Johns paste 
ST124, 0-115 cm  sand-tempered plain body sherd  1  4.8   
ST124, 0-115 cm  secondary flakes  12  4.7   
ST124, 0-115 cm  secondary decort flakes  3  2.0   
ST124, 0-115 cm  primary decort flakes  2  0.2   
ST124, 0-115 cm  secondary flake, possibly small 
amount of use-wear 
 1  1.6   
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Table 19. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. 
(g) 
  Comments 
ST124, 0-115 cm  concretion  1  0.9   
ST124, 0-115 cm  charcoal  n/a     
ST122, 0-33 cm  charcoal  n/a  0.3   
ST122, 0-33 cm  block shatter  1  0.2   
ST122, 0-33 cm  secondary flakes  24  5.0  mostly retouch flakes 
ST122, 0-33 cm  secondary decort flake  1  0.1   
ST120, 0-76 cm  primary decort flakes  3  3.4   
ST120, 0-76 cm  secondary decort flakes  10  12.9   
ST120, 0-76 cm  secondary flakes  42  16.1   
ST120, 0-76 cm  block shatter  3  1.2   
ST120, 0-76 cm  hematitic concretion  1  1.2   
ST121, 10-89 cm  secondary flakes  11  4.4   
ST121, 10-89 cm  secondary decort flakes  4  13.9   
ST121, 10-89 cm  block shatter  2  1.6   
ST123, 20-80 cm  secondary flakes  5  1.0   
ST123, 20-80 cm  secondary decort flake  1  0.7   
ST123, 20-80 cm  primary decort flake  1  0.1   
ST123, 20-80 cm  block shatter  2  0.3   
ST41, 100-150 cm  secondary flakes  4  0.8   
ST40, 100-150 cm  secondary flakes  3  0.2  probably from pressure 
flaking 
ST40, 100-150 cm  block shatter  1  2.3   
ST43, 30-100 cm  secondary flakes  22  11.7   
ST43, 30-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  7  3.3   
ST43, 30-100 cm  block shatter  1  0.3   
ST43, 30-100 cm  possible utilized flake, blade-shaped  1  2.9   
ST43, 30-100 cm  secondary flake with possible retouch  1  2.2   
ST 42, 100-150 cm  secondary flakes  3  1.1   
ST 42, 100-150 cm  sandstone  1  0.3   
ST40, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flake tool, usewear, 
possible graver 
 1  49.0   
ST40, 0-100 cm  cortical chunk formed into heavy 
unifacial tool, possibly adze 
 1  247.3   
ST40, 0-100 cm  utilized flakes  2  5.2   
ST40, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  79  32.4   
ST40, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  19  16.0   
ST40, 0-100 cm  primary decort flakes  19  9.1   
ST40, 0-100 cm  block shatter  15  20.9   
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Table 19. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. 
(g) 
  Comments 
ST40, 0-100 cm  hematitic concretions, possibly for use 
as pigment (ochre) 
 2  10.4   
ST40, 0-100 cm  utilized primary decortication flake  1  1.5   
ST42, 0-100 cm  bifacial scraper, possibly hafted  1  37.5   
ST42, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  38  13.1   
ST42, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  3  4.4   
ST42, 0-100 cm  primary decort flakes  5  5.8   
ST42, 0-100 cm  block shatter  5  4.1   
ST42, 0-100 cm  pebble  1  0.5   
ST42, 0-100 cm  seed husk  1  > 0.1   
ST41, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes, one possible utilized 
flake 
 37  21.9   
ST41, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  9  58.8   
ST41, 0-100 cm  primary decort flakes  7  2.4   
ST41, 0-100 cm  block shatter  4  18.1   
ST41, 0-100 cm  pebble  1  0.6   
surface near 
burrow 
 secondary flakes  5  3.5  17 R 399191 E 3231661 N 
ST46, 0-80 cm  fine sand-tempered plain body sherd  1  2.3  appears almost temperless 
ST46, 0-80 cm  secondary flakes  10  5.5   
ST46, 0-80 cm  prob utilized flake with ventral 
retouch 
 1  6.5   
ST50, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  2  2.0   
ST50, 0-100 cm  smooth pebble  1  0.5   
ST47, 20-100 cm  sand-tempered plain rim sherds  2  2.0  mendable 
ST47, 20-100 cm  sand-tempered plain body sherds  6  8.3  one body sherd mends to the 
two rim sherds 
ST47, 20-100 cm  secondary flakes  42  9.8  several thermally altered; 
frequently preparing surfaces 
at site 
ST47, 20-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  22  28.1  some thermally altered 
ST47, 20-100 cm  primary decort flakes  8  7.6   
ST47, 20-100 cm  block shatter  4  21.2   
ST47, 20-100 cm  hematitic sandstone  6  14.2   
ST47, 20-100 cm  pebble  1  0.2   
ST47, 20-100 cm  utilized secondary flake, use-wear on 
one edge, one possible retouch flake 
scar 
 1  8.0   
ST47, 20-100 cm  possible utilized flakes (minor use-
wear) 
 2  3.2  one thermally-altered 
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Table 19. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. 
(g) 
  Comments 
ST44, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  61  41.2  some thermally altered; fewer 
flakes after 50 cm deep 
ST44, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  23  41.4   
ST44, 0-100 cm  primary decort flakes  6  9.5   
ST44, 0-100 cm  block shatter  3  2.3   
ST44, 0-100 cm  hematite/ochre  3  1.7   
ST44, 0-100 cm  large secondary decort flake poss. used 
as an expedient tool, but eroded 
1  38.2   
ST48, 0-100 cm  sand-and-charcoal tempered body 
sherd, eroded surface 
 1  2.3   
ST48, 0-100 cm  biface fragment, possibly 
subrectangular base 
 1  13.7  prob below 90 cm deep 
ST48, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  12  1.8   
ST48, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  2  1.8   
ST48, 0-100 cm  primary decort flakes  6  2.9   
ST48, 0-100 cm  block shatter  2  2.3   
ST48, 0-100 cm  sandstone  5  3.3   
ST45, 0-116 cm   Alachua Cob-Marked body sherd  1  14.9   
ST45, 0-116 cm   sand-tempered plain body sherd  1  0.9  possibly with some charcoal 
temper mixed in 
ST45, 0-116 cm   St. Johns Plain body sherd, eroded 
surface 
 1  0.6   
ST45, 0-116 cm   secondary flakes  57  22.9   
ST45, 0-116 cm   secondary decort flakes  6  19.6   
ST45, 0-116 cm   primary decort flakes  3  5.6   
ST45, 0-116 cm   block shatter  5  3.1   
ST45, 0-116 cm   large but light porous rock  1  12.0   
ST45, 0-116 cm   hematitic sandstone concretions  9  13.9   
ST45, 0-116 cm   charcoal  1  2.8  1 vial 
ST45, 0-116 cm   charred seed  1  0.2   
surface  probable utilized flake  1  11.1  17R 399169 E 3231652 N 
ST49, 0-104 cm  secondary flakes  3  3.2   
ST132, 0-20 cm   secondary flakes   13   4.2   charcoal collected but 
discarded due to modern 
origin 
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Sharps Ferry Office Site, 8Mr2402 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 16. 
Physiography: uplands with small depressional wetlands interspersed. 
Area: approximately 730 m by 350 m (2395 by 1148 ft.); boundaries unknown. 
Elevation: 50-65 ft. (15.2-19.8 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: (Shovel Test 35): 0-19 cm 10 YR 6/1 gray sand; 19-48 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand; 48-
50 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown hardpan. 
Soils: Eaton loamy sand; Eureka loamy fine sand; Lynne sand; Paisley loamy fine sand; and Pomona 
sand. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed forest; oak, pine, palmetto, nut trees (probably hickory). 
Discovery Method: initially discovery through surface collection in areas with disturbed ground 
from Sharps Ferry Office construction; relocation through surface inspection and shovel testing. 
Time Period: Early Archaic (Bolen Plain); Middle Archaic (Stemmed); Late Archaic (Lafayette); 
historic (20th century, possibly 19th). 
Integrity: moderate-high within park; low on Greenways and Trails land across CR 314. 
Significance: moderate significance based on the numbers of diagnostic artifacts found previously, 
although these were not recovered within the park land. 
Impacts: construction from roads and Sharp’s Ferry Office building (Greenways and Trails). 
Recommendations: avoid and preserve; any ground disturbance should be preceded by 
professional archaeological investigation. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
 The Sharps Ferry Office site was first recorded in 1995 on a FMSF archaeological short 
form completed by Summers. Sharps Ferry Office is an administrative building for the Office of 
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Greenways and Trails, located on the south side of CR314. The Marjorie Carr Cross Florida 
Greenway runs through the area along the former proposed corridor for the Cross Florida Barge 
Canal. Projectile points and chert flakes were found on the surface at the site between April 1994 
and August 1995.  
 In November 1995, CARL Archaeologist Christine Newman conducted a survey of the area 
in anticipation of construction of a restroom building at the office. This site had been discovered 
when 126 lithic artifacts were collected during construction of the Greenways Shop Building and 
Marion County Project Challenge Building in 1994 (Newman 1995:1). Lithic artifacts and modern 
materials were recovered during Newman’s surface survey and excavation of two shovel tests; she 
also lists the artifacts that are displayed at the office. Bricks, glass, wire, nail, and lithics between 8 
and 70 cm were collected (Newman 1995:2). Most of the lithics are secondary flakes, but Archaic 
stemmed bifaces, Lafayette and Bolen Plain points, and several other non-diagnostic bifaces or 
biface fragments were identified in the collection from 1994 and 1995 (Newman 1995:8). 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
The Sharps Ferry Office site (Figures 153 and 154) had not been identified within park 
property, since survey was limited to the tract managed by the Office of Greenways and Trails. 
Shovel Tests 34-38 extended the site boundaries into the hardwood and coniferous mixed forest of 
the park. Shovel Test 34 (Figure 155) had chert flakes between 39 cm and the hardpan at 69 cm 
depth. Shovel Test 35, which also contained lithic artifacts, was terminated at hardpan 50 cm deep. 
A small mounded area was located close to Shovel Test 35, and the coring tool was employed to 
determine if it might be a cultural construction. The core yielded a flake and historic/modern glass 
and metal immediately, so a shovel test was initiated here. However, this mounded area was actually 
a palmetto root ball, so the shovel test was terminated early. Some curved metal pieces, probably 
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barrel hoops were visible in a clearing nearby – these hoops could be associated with the Marshall 
Plantation. 
 
Figure 153. Map of the Sharps Ferry Office site. Note: Shovel tests plotted on this map may not be entirely accurate. The UTM 
coordinates taken in the field placed Shovel Test 34 in the road, so it was plotted at an estimated location. The GPS unit’s 
batteries failed at Shovel Test 36, but it was only a short distance from Shovel Test 35 and was thus plotted as such. Shovel Test 
38 also appeared south of the road based on the UTM coordinates, so it was plotted judgmentally based on estimated distance 
from Shovel Test 37 and soil change. Vegetation, cloud cover, or other problems may have been limiting the ability of the 
handheld GPS unit to communicate with satellites. 
 
Shovel Tests 37 and 38 were excavated directly across from the Sharps Ferry Office where 
the points had been recovered during the initial investigation. Shovel Test 37 contained historic 
artifacts throughout, with chert flakes between approximately 45 and 65 cm (hardpan). The area 
surrounding Shovel Test 38, west of Shovel Test 37, had different soil (Eaton loamy sand) and 
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abundant nut shells (possibly hickory). Only a single chert flake was recovered near the bottom of 
the unit, terminated at the 63-cm-deep hardpan layer.  
  
Figure 154. Vegetation at 8Mr2402.    Figure 155. Shovel Test 34, east wall. 
 
 Shovel Tests 51 through 53 were excavated to the north and west of the other shovel tests to 
attempt to identify site boundaries. One piece of block shatter was recovered at 30 to 40 cm depth 
in Shovel Test 51 and a single lithic flake was present in Shovel Test 52. Shovel Test 53 was actually 
very close to the Marshall Plantation site, but no historic or prehistoric artifacts were found; the 
crew must have narrowly missed artifact concentrations associated with the plantation in this area. 
Shovel Test 54, in dense palmetto forest north and east of Shovel Test 34, as well as two shovel tests 
(55 and 56) excavated to the north of Shovel Tests 34 and 35, suggest possible site boundaries as 
they produced no cultural materials. 
The site materials are mainly prehistoric lithics. The previously recorded portion of the site 
across CR314 had diagnostic points dating from the Early Archaic (Bolen Plain) through Late 
Archaic (Lafayette), but within the park boundary only small amounts of lithic debitage were found. 
A few flakes may have been used as expedient tools, but had only minor possible use-wear. This 
low-density portion of the site, where only 22 lithic flakes/shatter over 7 artifact-bearing shovel tests 
were found, does not seem to have been extensively used. 
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There is also a historic component to the site (Figure 156). While some of the historic 
materials may be associated with the former Marshall Plantation nearby, most suggest a more recent 
occupation. Milk glass dates to the 1870s and later, which postdates the plantation, and the amethyst 
glass sherd suggests a later date between around 1890 and 1920 (although a wider date range is 
possible). A bent wire nail suggests a date within the twentieth century. An aerial photograph from 
1940 (Figure 157) shows that there was activity in this area during the mid-twentieth century; as late 
as 1979 a clearing is still visible on the aerial although it appears that there is less intensive activity at 
that time. According to Summers, the Sistrunks once lived in a house near this location. They owned 
the majority of the property on the southeastern side of the park during the early 1920s. Sistrunk 
was a clerk and County Commissioner. Historic artifacts found within 8Mr2402 are more likely to 
date to this occupation than to Marshall Plantation. The site seems to be largely intact and retain 
integrity. No artifacts were observed during surface inspection along the trail roads running through 
the site. 
  
Figure 156. Historic glass and ceramics.  Figure 157. 1940 aerial showing historic activity in the area. 
 
Table 20. Materials Recovered, Site 8Mr2402. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2014-2015 
ST36 (shallow)  clear glass shard  1  1.8   
ST36 (shallow)  solarized glass shard  1  3.6   
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Table 20. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST36 (shallow)  bent wire nail  1  4.6   
ST36 (shallow)  unidentified small metal fragment  1  0.4   
ST36 (shallow)  brick fragments  5  14.4   
ST36 (shallow)  secondary decort. flake  1  0.4   
ST37, 0-62 cm  milk glass shard  1  1.8   
ST37, 0-62 cm  clear window glass shard  1  3.9   
ST37, 0-62 cm  clear curved glass shards  6  9.3  bottle or container 
ST37, 0-62 cm  amethyst glass shards  5  15.7  one with incising 
(etching) 
ST37, 0-62 cm  whiteware sherds  2  4.7   
ST37, 45-62 cm  secondary flakes  5  2.5   
ST37, 45-62 cm  secondary decort flakes  2  2.2   
ST37, 0-62 cm  unmodified pebble  1  1.0   
ST38, about 60 
cm 
 secondary flake  1  1.0   
ST34, 39-69 cm  secondary flakes  3  4.1   
ST34, 39-69 cm  secondary decort flakes  3  2.7   
ST34, 39-69 cm  concretion (limestone)  1  0.3   
ST34, 39-69 cm  hematitic sandstone  2  2.4   
surface  amethyst glass shard, prob. bottle frag  1  20.8  17 R 0401278 E 
3229007 N 
ST35, 0-50 cm  secondary flakes, one with possible 
retouch 
 2  2.0   
ST35, 0-50 cm  secondary decort flake, poss. use-wear  1  4.9   
ST35, 0-50 cm  secondary decort. flake  1  1.8   
core in mounded 
area (palmetto 
root ball) 
 secondary flake  1  0.6   
ST51, 30-40 cm  secondary flake/shatter  1  0.5   
ST52, 40 cm  secondary decort flake with fossil shell 
inclusion 
 1  2.6   
 
Sharps Ferry Office artifacts on display 
surface (?)  Archaic Stemmed bifaces  10     
surface (?)  biface base  1     
surface (?)  Lafayette biface  1     
surface (?)  Bolen Plain biface  1     
surface (?)  biface, distal end  7     
surface (?)  bifacial scraper  1     
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Table 20. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
surface (?)  biface blanks  2     
surface (?)  biface, possible blank  1     
surface (?)  primary flakes  3     
surface (?)  secondary flakes  15     
surface (?)  non-decortication flakes  84     
 
1995 CARL Archaeological Survey Testing 
ST1, 8-72 cm  brick fragments  1  0.6   
  non-decortication flakes  23  21.6  3 thermally altered 
  secondary flakes  3  6.3   
ST2, 10-55 cm  wire  3  3.7   
  nail fragment  1  1.3   
  brick (?) fragment  1  21.8   
  glass, clear  1  1.7   
  UID, brick (?)  1  1.6   
    non-decortication flakes   25   16.8   1 thermally altered 
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Friendly Tortoise Site, 8Mr2451 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 7. 
Physiography: adjacent to or within wetlands that extend north from the sinkhole in the southwest 
portion of the park.  
Area: approximately 130 m (427 ft.) east-west by 60 m (197 ft.) north-south; boundaries unknown. 
Elevation: about 45-50 ft. (13.7-15.2) m above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: 0-9 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand; 9-100 cm mottled 10 YR 6/4 light 
yellowish brown and 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand. 
Soils: Candler sand, 0-5% slopes. 
Present Ground Cover: hardwood hammock/forest, including oak, magnolia, and palmetto. 
Discovery Method: surface collection and shovel testing; relocated with shovel testing. 
Time Period: prehistoric aceramic. 
Integrity: moderate-high. 
Significance: low. 
Impacts: possible impacts from forest road construction. 
Recommendations: no special protection; however, any ground disturbing activities in this area of 
the park should be preceded by professional archaeological investigation prior to impacts. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous):  
The Friendly Tortoise site was discovered by Michael Wisenbaker and Ryan Wheeler 
(1997:4) during a survey of the proposed new entrance road to the Silver River State Park. After 
finding a chert flake on the surface in a hardwood oak, magnolia, and palmetto hammock, they 
excavated a single shovel test and found six additional thermally-altered lithic flakes. 
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Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
The Friendly Tortoise site (Figures 158 and 159) was more accurately located on the south 
side of the entrance road when a single chert flake was found in Shovel Test 14 at approximately 75-
80 cm in depth.  Soils were sandy and vegetation consisted of palmetto, magnolia, and other 
hardwood trees. Shovel Test 15, approximately 25 m east of Shovel Test 14, was culturally sterile. If 
it had not already been recorded as a site, Friendly Tortoise would have been considered an 
archaeological occurrence. However, only a minor amount of testing has been done in the area. 
 
Figure 158. Friendly Tortoise (8Mr2451) site map. Expanded boundaries are outlined in pink and original FMSF plot is in 
light purple. 
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Figure 159. Vegetation at Friendly Tortoise site. 
 
Shovel test locations were actually about 100 m southeast of the main hammock area. 
However, all three shovel tests in the vicinity of this site have had low artifact recovery. Shovel Test 
14 is about 200 m northeast of the northernmost shovel test at the Silver River Sink Site (first 
recorded in this survey). It is possible that a low or variable density of lithic debitage extends 
throughout the area surrounding a wetland that extends from the sinkhole north to the Friendly 
Tortoise site. No diagnostic or uncommon artifacts have been recovered at Friendly Tortoise, and it 
does not appear to have significant research potential. Nor did we encounter any friendly tortoise 
there during our investigations, although several assisted with excavation by exposing artifacts at a 
few other sites. 
Table 21. Materials Recovered, Site 8Mr2451. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2014-2015 
ST14, 70-100 cm  secondary flake  1  1.0   
ST14, 70-100 cm  primary decort flakes  3  6.8   
ST14, 70-100 cm  chert chunk  1  8.4   
ST14, 70-100 cm  clay ball  1  1.3   
 
Wisenbaker and Wheeler 1997 
surface  chert flake  1     
Shovel test   chert flakes   6       thermally altered 
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Suburban Sanctuary Site, 8Mr2452 
 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 7. 
Physiography: uplands adjacent to a small wetland depression. 
Area: approx. 180 m (591 ft.) long (west-northwest by east-southeast), approx. 30 m (98 ft.) wide 
(north-northeast by south-southwest); boundaries unknown. 
Elevation: 55 ft. (16.8 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: (Shovel Test 6): 0-15 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand; 15-23 cm 10 YR 5/6 
yellowish brown sand; fades into 23-100 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand. 
Soils: Candler sand, 0-5% slopes and Lynne sand. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed, mostly xeric forest in area tested with oak, pine, and palmetto; 
hardwood hammock at location of original site discovery. 
Discovery Method: surface inspection; relocated with shovel testing. 
Time Period: Woodland (St. Johns I or II); possibly earlier. 
Integrity: moderate-high. 
Significance: low. 
Impacts: possible impacts from forest road and entrance road construction; dumping. 
Recommendations: no special consideration; however, any ground disturbance in this portion of 
the park should be preceded by a professional archaeological survey. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
 The Suburban Sanctuary site was an ephemeral prehistoric archaeological site recorded by 
Michael Wisenbaker and Ryan Wheeler during the CARL survey of a new access road to the Silver 
River State Park in 1997. They found an eroded St. Johns Plain pottery sherd and two chert flakes 
on the surface between the 2300- and 2400-foot markers placed by surveyors in anticipation of the 
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road construction (Wisenbaker 1997:3). The shovel test did not contain further artifacts, but 
Wisenbaker suggests that the area north of the road with a slightly higher elevation and more level 
surface would be a better place to test. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 The Suburban Sanctuary site (Figures 160 and 161) was relocated on the eastern side of a 
hardwood hammock. Shovel Tests exhibited a humic layer and sandy soils with little stratigraphic 
development underneath. Four chert flakes, one of which shows a minimal amount of use-wear, 
were recovered in Shovel Test 3. Shovel tests were excavated at 25-meter intervals; in retrospect, 
larger intervals between tests would have been preferable. Shovel Tests 4 and 5 only contained bone, 
rocks, and charcoal, but no artifacts. A single chert flake was recovered at approximately 70 to 80 
cm depth in Shovel Test 6, excavated in an area dense with palmetto. Shovel Tests 12 and 13 were 
devoid of artifacts, containing only roots, rock, charcoal, and tubers. 
 When comparing test locations with an aerial photo, it appears that the denser hammock 
vegetation was farther to the west than where we were testing by at least 100 m. Therefore, it is 
possible that the site we found was another very low density scatter rather than an extension of 
8Mr2452. Lithic debitage is ubiquitous on the western side of the park with sandy soils, and many 
such small sites are probably present. Alternatively, most of this side of the park could be 
characterized as a large variable density lithic scatter. 
No diagnostic artifacts were found at Suburban Sanctuary during the current investigation, 
and only a highly eroded ceramic sherd and one lithic flake were found during the initial 
identification. Out of 6 shovel tests excavated in this area, only 5 flakes were recovered and this low-
density site does not appear to be significant or in need of preservation.  
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Figure 160. Map of Suburban Sanctuary site (8Mr2452). Purple circle is the original FMSF plot and the pink outline is the 
new boundaries based on shovel testing. 
 
 
Figure 161. Suburban Sanctuary site (8Mr2452) with oak, pine, and palmetto vegetation. 
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Table 22. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr2452. 
Provenience   Contents   N.  Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST3, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  3  1.4   
ST3, 0-100 cm  possible utilized flake, very 
minor use-wear 
 1  1.2   
ST6, 70-80 cm  secondary flake, complete  1  1.5  broke in two after dropped in lab 
 
Wisenbaker and Wheeler 1997 
surface  St. Johns Plain sherd  1    eroded 
surface   chert flakes   2       
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Ishti Semoli Site, 8Mr2703 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23S, Sections 7 and 8. 
Physiography: uplands west of Marshall Swamp. 
Area: 900 by 825 m (2953 by 2707 ft.) irregular area. 
Elevation: 45-60 ft. (13.7-18.3 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: west of campsites: gray or dark gray sand (10 YR 4/1 to 6/1) fading into lighter gray 
or very pale brown sand (10 YR 7/1 or 10 YR 8/3), often with very dark brown sand (10 YR 2/2) at 
bottom; some tests with a light gray sand (10 YR 7/1) over a white sand (10 YR 8/1); other tests 
have a grayish brown sand (10 YR 5/2) with a very pale brown sand (10 YR 8/3 or 8/4); some tests 
have a yellow sand below 20-50 cm of light gray sands (10 YR 7/1 or 8/2). 
Soils: Candler sand, 0-5% slopes; Electra sand, 0-5% slopes; Lynne sand; Placid sand, depressional. 
Present Ground Cover: variable; mixed hardwood and coniferous forest, mostly xeric pine forest, 
and adjacent to lowland cypress swamp on the eastern edge of the site. Some of the site has been 
developed with campground facilities, roads, and restrooms. 
Discovery Method: discovered and relocated through shovel testing and surface collection. 
Time Period: Middle Archaic; Late Archaic (Orange; Lafayette point); Woodland (St. Johns, sand-
tempered plain, possibly Pasco; Cades Pond); late prehistoric (St. Johns Check-Stamped), possibly 
Pasco, grog-tempered); Seminole (Chattahoochee Brushed); 19th century historic (red transfer 
printed British, blue feather-edged); 20th century historic. 
Integrity: variable low to high; some portions completely destroyed. 
Significance: high (in areas with integrity). 
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Impacts: park amenity construction including campgrounds, bathrooms, utilities, roadways, also 
some looting near Marshall Swamp. The current water main construction is demolishing a large 
corridor through this site. 
Recommendations: preservation and avoidance of additional ground disturbance. Future 
construction work should be preceded by a Phase II site assessment for the portion of the site to be 
disturbed and likely by Phase III data recovery of this important resource. Boundaries were not 
found, so the area surrounding the site should be considered sensitive as well. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous):  
 The Ishti Semoli site, 8Mr2703, was originally recorded by Michael Wisenbaker during a 
1999 survey conducted over the area now developed as campgrounds for the park. He found both 
surface and subsurface lithic flakes, a unifacial scraper, and Chattahoochee Brushed (Seminole) 
ceramics in the area, despite its original designation as a low probability area with infertile sand soils, 
scrub, sandhill, and mesic hammock ecological zones, and significant distance away from potable 
water (Wisenbaker 1999). Further shovel testing yielded Orange, St. Johns, and Cades Pond pottery, 
additional chert flakes, and metal fragments. 
 During another CARL survey of area proposed for cabins at the park, Wisenbaker returned 
and excavated seven more shovel tests (Wisenbaker 2000). Flakes, barbed wire, tiny pottery 
fragments, and a St. Johns ceramic sherd were recovered. Rather than designate the area as a new 
site, the boundaries of Ishti Semoli were expanded to include this area. 
 In December 2000, M. Summers documented some looting at a previously unrecorded site 
near the southern boundary of the park along the 50 foot topographic contour west of Marshall 
Swamp. This location corresponds with a sand ridge and the end of the tree line of the oak, 
palmetto, and lyonia scrub forest beyond the swamp. The area with three looter pits covered 
approximately 24 by 28 ft. (7.3 by 8.5 m), and their screen was left on site. Summers noted that an 
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Archaic projectile point had been found near the area, as well as pottery sherds and chert flakes. 
Additionally, an area 400 ft. to the west of the looter’s pits was once a sand borrow pit. Through 
investigating the spoil from looter pit 1, Summers recovered 292 flakes, 11 buff-colored sand-
tempered pottery sherds, 30 pieces of charcoal (could be modern), and three shards of clear glass 
(Summers 2000). Also this area was considered a different site, but shovel testing during our survey 
has determined that the Ishti Semoli site extends to Marshall Swamp, encompassing this looted area. 
The area investigated by Summers appears to be south of our Shovel Test 72 and the previous sand 
borrow pit was also noted during our investigation. 
 Pamela Vojnovski and Christine Newman, CARL archaeologists, conducted a survey of a 
proposed day use area (visitor center, restrooms, playground, and picnic area) at the park in 2002. 
They excavated five shovel tests and found two chert flakes, extending the site to the north again 
(Vojnovski and Newman 2002). 
 Newman and Vojnovski returned in 2002 to test the area planned for a park ranger residence 
south of the camping area at the southern edge of the park. Rangers had found surface artifacts 
within the existing boundary of 8Mr2703 that they turned over to the archaeologists, including sand-
tempered plain body sherds and a historic red transfer-printed sherd, blue feather-edged whiteware 
rim sherd, and another plain whiteware (cup) sherd. In one of their three shovel tests, they 
recovered a chert core fragment, and in another they found chert flakes and a sand-tempered plain 
sherd. As a result, Ishti Semoli’s boundaries were extended (Newman and Vojnovski 2002). 
 In May of 2002, William Stanton and Triel Lindstrom made a field visit to the area of the 
park where cabins were under construction because park staff member Art Carton had observed and 
collected a number of artifacts during ground disturbance. Stanton and Lindstrom collected 
additional artifacts and took GPS coordinates at the cabin locations. They found the greatest artifact 
concentration at Cabin 9, which is also adjacent to the previously recorded Oak Hammock Site 
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(8Mr1920) determined to be eligible by Henry Baker (1990). The cabin 5 and 6 sites were also 
productive; all three of these are closest to the ridge overlooking the Silver River backswamp. 
Stanton, Lindstrom, and Carton recovered lithic flakes, a core, a preform, and a projectile point 
base. The preform and core were from the Cabin 7 area. They also found St. Johns Plain, St. Johns 
Check-Stamped, pottery with limestone inclusions (maybe Pasco?), possible Deptford Check-
Stamped, sand-tempered plain, and historic whiteware pottery. The site was recorded as a further 
extension of the Ishti Semoli site (8Mr2703), but based on the map provided, it could just as easily 
have been recorded as an extension of 8Mr1920 (Stanton and Lindstrom 2002). This supports the 
argument that the entire sand ridge south of the Silver Springs adjacent to the Silver River swamp is 
really one site, but with loci of greater density and areas of less dense scatter. 
 The late Wilburn “Sonny” Cockrell conducted a survey of another cabin (Cabin 9) and the 
surrounding area for the park also in 2002. Cockrell excavated fourteen shovel tests during this 
survey and found lithic debitage, utilized flakes, sand-tempered plain ceramic sherds, and some 
modern glass. Much of the area was already disturbed from construction. 
 In late 2015 and continuing, Willet Boyer has been monitoring a large water main excavation 
that cuts through the Ishti Semoli site. Based on personal communication with Boyer and park 
management, we learned that large numbers of artifacts have been recovered during the project. The 
excavation (Figure 162) is reaching depths of 22 ft. (6.7 m) and in some cases the area has been 
excavated multiple times due to problems with the pipe shifting. According to Assistant Park 
Manager Daniel Willis, an area with two distinct prehistoric and one historic component was found; 
another area yielded a concentration of pearlware. The area near Cabin 9 was being excavated 
(Figure 163) one day when Wallman, White, and I were visiting the park, and a backhoe had broken 
a Newnan point at that area  on the morning of our visit. No report is available at this time since 
construction is ongoing at the time of this writing. 
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 After a rich area of the site had been found near Cabin 9, it seems that a strategy of 
excavating more controlled and larger units to mitigate the damage from construction would have 
been preferred to more shovel testing. Currently, we were appalled to see the “monitoring” – the 
huge disturbance by heavy equipment with absolutely no horizontal or vertical controls and dry-
screening (by an elderly individual and untrained construction workers) of perhaps 5% of the soils 
dug out – instead of properly controlled data recovery excavation in the path of proposed 
construction. 
 
Figure 162. Backhoe excavation 22 ft. (6.7m) deep near the campgrounds within Ishti Semoli. 
 
 
Figure 163. Volunteers and construction crew screening in vicinity of Cabin 9. 
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Field Investigation (Current): 
 
 Not long before the monitoring, our investigation at the Ishti Semoli site (Figures 164 and 
165) commenced on the east side of the road leading to the campgrounds close to the Ranger House 
B and the southern boundary of the park. This area had drier soils and less vegetation than many 
others. To determine site boundaries, Shovel Tests 62 and 63 were excavated only 25 m apart and 
contained one and two chert flakes respectively, both at 50-60 cm deep. Shovel testing continued in 
two transects at approximately 50 meter intervals heading east and 50 meter intervals heading north 
from ST63. 
Figure 164. Map of previous (light purple) and extended boundaries (pink outline) of Ishti Semoli site. The site is probably still 
larger yet, as the need to sample other areas of the park did not allow full delineation of Ishti Semoli site boundaries. 
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Figure 165. Pine flatwoods environment within Ishti Semoli site. 
 
Only lithics were found in Shovel Test 65, between 19 and 70 cm. Shovel Test 67, which had 
lithics between 20 and 80 cm depth was excavated at the edge of a large depression with a sharp dip 
in elevation. Shovel Test 69 was excavated on the opposite (eastern) side of the depression, and it 
had only a single flake. The depression was actually probably a sand borrow area. Beyond this point, 
there was thicker jungle. At a small clearing in the wooded area close to the western edge of the 
Marshall Swamp, Shovel Test 71 was excavated. The sandy soils started to become damp and more 
compact here and the test yielded a heavy lithic concentration. In addition to a 134 secondary flakes 
(Figure 166), 31 secondary decortication flakes, and 11 primary decortication flakes, a possible core 
(Figure 167), a blade-like tool (Figure 168), and two possible spokeshaves (Figure 169) were 
recovered from this test. 
  
Figure 166. Secondary flakes from ST71.   Figure 167. Core from ST71. 
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Figure 168. Possible blade from ST71.  Figure 169. Possible spokeshaves from ST71. 
 
 Shovel Test 72, excavated about 50 m east of ST71, had lithic artifacts between 22 and 100 
cm, including one bifacially worked fragment. Shovel Test 73 was close enough to Marshall Swamp 
for it to have been visible if not obscured by many low palmetto bushes, and quite a few lithic 
artifacts were found in this test as well from just below the humus at approximately 5 cm until near 
the end of the shovel test around 95 cm depth. Larger flakes had mostly stopped around 65 cm 
deep, but then a rather large flake was found near the bottom of the test. There seemed to be a 
cultural layer, but without a soil change to delineate it. It seems that the edge of the wetland here 
(Figure 170) was either more densely populated or used as a lithic workshop area. 
 
Figure 170. Portion of Ishti Semoli site adjacent to Marshall Swamp. 
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 Shovel Test 74 was placed judgmentally at an elevated area in a ring shape with steep walls 
(Figure 171). After reviewing Summers’ field notes, it is clear that this area represented the outskirts 
of a sand borrow pit. Unfortunately this is another instance within the park of an archaeological site 
being mined for sand; we hope these examples will underscore the need for careful archaeological 
investigation prior to ground disturbance near Silver Springs. Lithic flakes were immediately below 
the humus here; recovery increased around 65 cm deep and continued to the bottom of the test.  
 
Figure 171. Edge of probable borrow pit area where ST 74 was excavated. 
 
 Two more shovel tests (75 and 76) excavated north along the western edge of Marshall 
Swamp yielded lithic artifacts as well (Figure 172). There were more flakes low in the shovel tests, 
and we were approaching the water table near 100 cm depth. Since there are low densities of 
artifacts, but no break in artifact recovery, it appears that Marshall Swamp is the eastern boundary of 
Ishti Semoli within the area tested. 
 Testing was also conducted close to the west side of the campgrounds near the area where 
Wisenbaker recovered Chattahoochee Brushed pottery, considered the main site locus for 8Mr2703. 
Shovel Test 87 was approximately 50 meters west of the camping area, and testing continued in a 
northwesterly direction. A small quantity of lithic flakes were found in Shovel Test 87. Shovel Test 
88 was excavated at the approximate edge of the pine and oak forests, and there was evidence of 
recent controlled burning on the trees as well as in the charcoal found in the shovel test. There is a 
depression nearby to the south and west of this test. Here lithic flakes were present lower than 70 
cm in depth. Oak forest surrounded Shovel Test 89 and a thicket of palmetto was close by to the 
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north and west. Flakes were recovered below 40 cm with fairly low recovery, but at about 100 cm 
deep, a proximal fragment of a stemmed corner-notched projectile point appeared (Figures 173 and 
174). No further artifacts were recovered in the 50-cm deep core. The projectile point fragment 
shows that the site had an Archaic component in this area. Deeply buried lithics (below 70 cm) were 
found in ST90. Shovel tests 91 and 92 to the north were culturally sterile. Although this site’s 
boundaries have been extended yet again, no more evidence of a Seminole component was found, 
and an Archaic occupation is present. 
 
Figure 172. Shovel Test 75. 
 
   
Figure 173. Probable Lafayette point base.  Figure 174. Probable Lafayette point base (opposite side). 
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Table 23. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr2703.  
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2014-2015 
ST62, 50 cm  secondary decort flake  1  11.1   
ST63, 65 cm  secondary decort flake  1  0.5   
ST63, 65 cm  primary decort flake  1  0.6   
ST65, 19-100 cm  secondary flakes  6  6.6  silicified coral 
ST65, 19-100 cm  block shatter  1  0.4   
ST66, 85-90 cm  secondary decort flakes  2  1.5   
ST66, 85-90 cm  primary decort flakes  2  0.4   
ST67, 20-100 cm  secondary flakes  3  2.8  2 thermally altered 
ST67, 20-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  1  1.2   
ST67, 20-100 cm  primary decort flakes  2  1.5   
ST69, 38 cm  primary decort flake  1  0.8   
ST71, 19-100 cm  secondary flakes  134  49.3  some are retouch flakes 
ST71, 19-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  31  24.5   
ST71, 19-100 cm  primary decort flakes  11  3.8   
ST71, 19-100 cm  large chert cortical shatter, 
possible core 
 1  152.0   
ST71, 19-100 cm  block shatter  5  2.0   
ST71, 19-100 cm  secondary decort flakes with 
single retouch flake scar on 
each, possible spokeshaves 
 2  24.5   
ST71, 19-100 cm  secondary flake, possible blade  1  1.3   
ST70, 55-100 cm  secondary flake  1  0.3   
ST70, 55-100 cm  secondary decort flake  1  1.0   
ST70, 55-100 cm  primary decort flake  3  3.5   
ST64, 75-120 cm  secondary flakes  2  0.6   
ST64, 75-120 cm  secondary decort flake  1  1.0   
ST64, 75-120 cm  block shatter  1  2.2   
ST64, 75-120 cm  charcoal  1  2.8  1 vial 
ST73, 0-95 cm  secondary flakes  121  69.0  some thermally altered 
ST73, 0-95 cm  secondary decort flakes  29  35.5  some thermally altered 
ST73, 0-95 cm  primary decort flakes  4  8.4   
ST73, 0-95 cm  block shatter  8  3.0   
ST76, 50-100 cm  secondary flakes  7  3.5  2 very weathered flakes 
ST76, 50-100 cm  primary decort flake  1  0.1   
ST72, 22-100 cm  secondary flakes  37  16.4  some thermally altered, at 
least 4 different 
colors/textures for lithics, 
most coral 
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Table 23. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST72, 22-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  5  1.0   
ST72, 22-100 cm  primary decort flake  1  0.8   
ST72, 22-100 cm  block shatter  1  0.4   
ST72, 22-100 cm  unworked limestone pebbles  3  0.7   
ST74, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  17  5.5   
ST74, 0-100 cm  block shatter  1  0.3   
ST74, 0-100 cm  hematitic sandstone  6  7.6   
ST87, 20-70 cm  secondary flake with retouch  1  4.5   
ST87, 20-70 cm  secondary flakes  4  0.3   
ST87, 20-70 cm  shell fragments  2  0.1  one shell broke in the lab 
ST88, 70-100 cm  secondary flake  1  0.7   
ST88, 70-100 cm  secondary decort flake  1  2.4   
ST89, 100 cm  proximal end of corner-notched 
stemmed projectile point, 
probable Lafayette point (or 
maybe Broward) 
 1  16.0  chert with fossil inclusion 
ST89, 40-110 cm  secondary flakes  4  5.2   
ST89, 40-110 cm  unidentified fossil  1  0.2   
ST90, 70-120 cm  secondary flakes  2  2.1   
ST90, 70-120 cm  secondary decort flakes  2  0.3   
ST90, 70-120 cm  pebbles (limestone)  2  0.6   
ST90, 70-120 cm  unidentified probable fossil  1  2.2   
 
Wisenbaker 1999 New Camping Area survey 
TP2  primary decort flake  1     
TP2  Chattahoochee Brushed sherds  2     
TP2  heat-treated frag of unifacial 
tool 
 1     
TP2  chert flakes  4     
TP3  chert flake  1     
TP4  chert flakes (one secondary non-
decort flake) 
 4     
TP4  dark chert/flint frag; poss. gun 
flint 
 1     
TP5  chert microcore  1     
TP5  chert flakes  1     
TP6  chert flakes (one heat-treated 
and utilized) 
 2     
TP7  chert flakes  4     
 
292 
 
Table 23. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
TP7  concretions (some appear to be 
metal) 
 4     
TP8  Orange fiber-tempered sherds  2     
TP8  St. Johns Plain sherds  7    generally thin 
TP8  small retouch flakes, half 
thermally altered 
 8     
TP8  metal concretions  5     
TP8  handle or hanger-like metal 
object 
 1     
TP9  chert flakes  3     
TP9  iron concretions  3     
surface  incised Cades Pond (Weeden 
Island) sherds 
 2     
surface  chert flakes  29     
 
Wisenbaker 2000 Cabins survey 
ST1  small retouch flakes  3     
ST2  retouch flakes  4     
ST2  barbed wire fragments  2     
ST3  non-decort flakes  9     
ST3  miniscule sherd frags  2     
ST3  exhausted core  1     
ST4  non-decort flakes  6     
ST5  non-decort flakes  12     
ST6  non-decort flakes  7     
ST6  St. Johns Check-Stamped sherd  1     
ST7  non-decort flakes  5     
 
Vojnovski and Newman 2002 Day Use survey 
ST4  chert non-decort flake  1     
ST5  chert non-decort flake  1     
 
Newman and Vojnovski Ranger Residence survey 
ST1  exhausted chert core frag, 
thermally altered 
 1  10.4   
ST3  sand-tempered plain sherd  1  1.8   
ST3  chert non-decort flakes  4  1   
surface near Cabin 
2 
 sand-tempered plain body 
sherds 
 2  25.9   
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Table 23. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
surface near Cabin 
2 
 sand-tempered plain body sherd  1  14.2  well made, smoothed 
interior 
surface, Ft. King 
Loop campground 
 red transfer-printed ware  1  22.1  partial British Registration 
Mark (date of 
manufacture April 8, 
1850) 
surface, Ft. King 
Loop campground 
 blue feather-edged rim from 
white earthenware (whiteware) 
plate, possibly burnt 
 1  11.7   
surface, Ft. King 
Loop campground 
 white undecorated earthenware 
(whiteware) body sherd, prob 
cup 
 1  5.4   
 
Cockrell 2002 Cabin 9 Survey 
ST1, 0-30 cm  utilized flakes  3     
ST1, 0-30 cm  waste flakes  33     
ST1, 30-60 cm  waste flakes  10     
ST2, 0-30 cm  waste flakes  3     
ST2, 30-70 cm  utilized flakes  3     
ST2, 30-70 cm  waste flakes  32     
ST7, 40-70 cm  waste flakes  6     
ST7, 40-70 cm  sand-tempered plain sherds  2     
ST11, 25-65 cm  utilized flakes  3     
ST13, 0-40 cm  modern builders rock frags  8     
ST13, 0-40 cm  20th c. glass  2    one mirror frag 
ST13, 0-40 cm  utilized flake  1     
ST13, 0-40 cm  waste flakes  2     
ST14, 0-30 cm  waste flakes  2     
ST14, 30-65 cm  waste flakes  3     
surface near 
stonemasons' work  
 chert nodules, cores, flakes, 
lamellar blades, cortex 
fragments 
   approx. 
450 
  
 
Stanton and Lindstrom 2002, Cabin survey 
Cabin 5  chert flakes  70    3 heat treated 
Cabin 5  chert flakes, cortex  2     
Cabin 5  grog-tempered plain sherd  1     
Cabin 5  St. Johns Check-Stamped body 
sherd 
 1     
Cabin 5  St. Johns unidentified sherd  1     
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Table 23. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Cabin 5  check-stamped sherd with 
limestone inclusions 
 1     
Cabin 6  chert flakes  58     
Cabin 6  utilized chert flake  1     
Cabin 6  sand-tempered plain body 
sherds 
 3     
Cabin 6  sand-tempered plain rim sherd  1     
Cabin 6  sand-tempered rim sherd, 
possibly punctated 
 1     
Cabin 6  sand-tempered unidentified 
sherd 
 1     
Cabin 6  St. Johns Check-Stamped body 
sherd 
 1     
Cabin 6  charcoal fragments  4     
Cabin 7  chert core, heat-treated  1     
Cabin 7  chert preform, bifacially worked, 
heat-treated 
1     
Cabin 7  chert flakes  6     
Cabin 7  chert shatter  1     
Cabin 7  chert cortex, fossil impression  1     
Cabin 8  chert flakes  17     
Cabin 8  St. Johns Plain body sherd  1     
Cabin 8  St. Johns Plain rim sherds  2     
Cabin 8  St. Johns Check-Stamped body 
sherd 
 1     
Cabin 8  unindent bone frag  1     
Cabin 9  chert flakes  201    26 heat-treated 
Cabin 9  chert flakes, cortex  3    heat-treated 
Cabin 9  chert, shatter  4     
Cabin 9  chert "ppk"  1    bifacial, missing tip 
Cabin 9  sandstone  1     
Cabin 10  chert flakes   12    1 heat-treated 
Cabin 10  chert shatter  7    1 heat-treated 
Cabin 10  whiteware frag  1     
electric box  chert flakes  7     
electric box  utilized chert flake  1     
 
Reported by Summers 2000 
southeast sector  chert flakes  292     
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Table 23. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
southeast sector  sand-tempered plain sherds  11     
southeast sector  charcoal fragments  30     
southeast sector  clear glass fragments  3     
southeast sector   Archaic projectile point   1         
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Silver River Run Canoe Site, 8Mr3173 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Map Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 6. 
Physiography: on the bottom of the Silver River. 
Area: probably less than a 10 m diameter. 
Elevation: 40 ft. (12.2 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: not applicable; underwater. 
Soils: underwater. 
Present Ground Cover: Silver River. 
Discovery Method: diver inspection and sampling for radiocarbon dating. 
Time Period: Late Woodland; 880 +/- 45 corrected radiocarbon age. 
Integrity: moderate; deck present. 
Significance: moderate. 
Impacts: unclear; any river bottom disturbance in the area would have potential to impact the site. 
Recommendations: avoidance and preservation. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
The Silver River Run Canoe (Figure 175) was recorded by Ryan Wheeler based on data that 
had been collected by Barbara Purdy and her students during the 1970s and 1980s. Wheeler 
(personal communication, 2015) used field notes, photographs, drawings, and any other information 
available from Purdy’s University of Florida project to record canoes as archaeological sites in the 
FMSF. Unfortunately, this information was not always extensive. 
The 14-foot (4.3 m) long canoe is submerged in the Silver River. Most of its deck is present, 
it is slightly upturned at the ends, and it has a charred interior. Its corrected radiometric age is 880 
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+/- 45 years. Guy Marwick, at the time the director of the Silver River Museum and Education 
Center, is listed as the reporter. 
 
Figure 175. The box showing the Silver River Run Canoe (8Mr3173) indicates the general vicinity of the canoe as plotted in the 
FMSF. The area north of the River is part of the Franklin 15 site (Mr1082) and south is the large site encompassing several 
previously recorded sites (Mr93/Mr2195/Mr1920/Mr83). The Paradise Park Resort is shown in the southeast corner. 
 
Field Investigation(s) (Current):  
No fieldwork was conducted on this canoe during our survey since underwater archaeology 
is outside the scope of the project.  
Materials Recovered: 
 No known collections associated with site. Apparently the canoe remained in the river, and 
may be gone by now. 
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Marshall Plantation Site, 8Mr3214 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Sections 16 and 17. 
Physiography: uplands east of Marshall Swamp. 
Area: approximate 330 m (1083 ft.) diameter as identified within park boundaries. 
Elevation: 50 ft. (15.2 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown, 10 YR 4/3 brown, and 10 YR 6/2 light brownish 
gray disturbed and mottled clayey sand throughout, no discernable strata. 
Soils: Paisley loamy fine sand, possibly some Eureka loamy fine sand on the north end. 
Present Ground Cover: palms, palmettos, oaks and other hardwoods, some grassy areas that were 
previously cleared. 
Discovery Method: surface inspection and collection, mapping, and photo documentation. 
Time Period: nineteenth century American. 
Integrity: moderate. 
Significance: high significance, likely eligible for listing in the National Register. 
Impacts: extensive disturbance from hog rooting; recent tree falls; only foundations and brick 
scatters remain since the plantation was burned down during the Civil War. 
Recommendations: preservation and avoidance by park activities; the site would be a good 
candidate for a more extensive research project. Measures to prevent additional wild hog damage in 
the area are recommended. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous):  
 Marshall Plantation was a sugar plantation owned by Jehu Foster Marshall of Abbeville, 
South Carolina (discussed at length in the historical background chapter of this report). Its remains, 
suggested to be part of the sugar works, were recorded by Park Ranger Arthur Carton on a FMSF 
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archaeological short form in 2001. Mickey Summers found and helped document these remains, 
including gathering historical information for the FMSF entry.  
 In 2010, Collins et al. visited the Marshall Plantation ruins and confirmed the location with 
sub-meter accuracy GPS. They do not list these coordinates in the report, however. They also did 
not submit a FMSF update form for the site. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
The remains of the Marshall Plantation were located not far north of the paved road, County 
Road 314, but some initial confusion resulted from the incorrect plot in the FMSF. Apparently the 
site’s location was intentionally obscured out of concern that looters might damage it (Figures 176 
and 177). During an internet search for information about the Marshall Plantation, I found one site 
devoted to artifact collecting and alternate historical interpretations of the Civil War that suggested 
that gold from the Confederate coffers may have been buried near Marshall Plantation by 
Confederate army officials who fled the country after their side’s surrender. Although this idea is 
preposterous, it could incite some interest in digging at the site, which must be discouraged. Still, 
Florida law (so far) exempts archaeological site locations from the public record and therefore it is 
recommended that the site’s location be corrected in FMSF records. Access to these coordinates 
must be limited. 
We visited the plantation site on three separate occasions, the final time joined by plantation 
archaeologist Diane Wallman. Since the plantation was only in operation for about 10 years under 
Marshall’s ownership, artifacts associated with it would date to a small window of time, possibly 
allowing for excellent temporal control. However, damage from hog rooting was apparent at the 
first visit in August 2014, but by November 2015 it had increased and disturbed even more of the 
site. 
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Figure 176. Marshall Plantation map. The location from FMSF records is light purple and the actual location outlined in pink 
(adjacent to site 8Mr2402). 
 
A raised area had two sets of foundations (Figures 178 and 179) constructed of rows of cut 
limestone blocks, arranged directly adjacent to a circular depression on the southeast side. The 
depression (Figure 180) measured about 3-4 m wide and 2 meters deep (although it is silted in) and 
was likely a human creation, but its purpose is unclear – maybe to have a constant water source for 
the sugar production. It held standing water at the time of survey. The limestone blocks also had 
metal rods (Figures 181 and 182) with about 4-5 cm diameters protruding out of the ground around 
them on either side, probably acting as foundation supports much like rebar. During the initial two 
field visits, the rods were sticking up out of the ground, but several had been knocked over and 
uprooted by the trees which had fallen over during the 2015 summer-fall storm season. The 
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foundation walls were oriented at slightly greater than right angles and the lower and upper 
foundations were running approximately parallel to one another. It was unclear how deeply the 
limestone blocks were embedded in the ground. In their center, there was a scatter of brick. Other 
than bricks and chips of limestone, we did not locate any artifacts at the foundations. Some more 
recent garbage, like a plastic oil bottle labeled “tennec,” was found nearby. No domestic artifacts 
were recovered in this vicinity; it appears to have been an industrial structure. Furthermore, the 
proximity to the water-filled depression would have not been desirable for a home, since it would 
attract mosquitoes.  
 
Figure 177. Close-up map of Marshall Plantation site with approximate locations of the brick scatters and foundations. Note 
that these locations are not precise because the GPS unit provided different coordinates during field visits on different days. 
Communication with satellites can be difficult in these forested areas. 
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Figure 178. Cut limestone foundations at 8Mr3214.     Figure 179. Closer photograph of limestone foundations. 
 
 
Figure 180. Depression adjacent to foundations.        Figure 181. Author next to upright iron rods. 
 
 Shovel Test 39 was excavated fairly close to the limestone foundations to determine if a 
subsurface component was present. The area had suffered extensive surface disturbance from wild 
hogs, possibly in addition to historic agricultural activities. The entire test contained mottled soils 
and lacked cultural materials. Brick scatters and a few other locations with cut limestone blocks were 
nearby. Due to the plantation’s destruction at the end of the war, usable building materials may have 
been salvaged by locals during the economically challenging Reconstruction era that followed the 
Civil War. In fact, Summers has suggested that some of the cut limestone found on the north side of 
the river the Canoe Launch Site could have been salvaged from Marshall Plantation after the war. 
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To the northeast of the foundations, there were scatters of brick, probably from another 
structure (Figure 183). The brick was found in a thicket of trees, and the roots probably pushed 
some of the brick up to the surface. There was another depression by this brick area, which included 
both red and a whitish type, with mortar. The brick scatter was adjacent to a relatively cleared 
corridor that was almost certainly a former road running past a structure. 
 
Figure 182. Close-up of metal rods.       Figure 183. Brick scatter at the probable location of another structure. 
 
Another brick scatter ran roughly north to south nearby, and a metal implement (Figure 184) 
or machine part was found here. This brick line was not relocated in the most recent (November 11, 
2015) visit, and was probably in an area that hogs have heavily rutted. 
 
Figure 184. Metal artifact found near brick scatter. 
 
 An approximately 5 m-diameter brick scatter was found near the road (entrance to the site 
was from CR314) with a toothed iron blade, probably a plow blade, and another concentration of 
metal parts (Figures 185 and 186). 
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Figure 185. Possible plow blade (not collected).  Figure 186. Metal artifacts (not collected). 
 
In the slightly more than a year between the first and final visits to the Marshall Plantation 
site (Figure 187), quite a bit of damage had occurred. Several large trees have fallen down onto and 
near the foundations, knocking over some of the rods. Clearing a large amount of the palmetto, leaf 
litter, and even fallen trees would be required in order to expose and study a more complete picture 
of the site layout. Another major issue at this site is hog rooting, which has disturbed surface 
deposits probably up to a meter deep in some areas (Figure 188). In order to protect this site from 
further damage, preventative measures to lessen hog activity here are needed. Especially at a historic 
site like this one, hog damage can be devastating. 
 According to Summers, there are boards underneath the foundations and the metal rods run 
through them and would have secured the mill machinery to prevent it from “walking,” or shifting 
from the vibrations. He said that the rods were spaced at about 30 inches (76 cm) apart; this was not 
quite as clear during our investigation since there has been some damage. Summers found pieces of 
a boiler and a pipe with an elbow joint at the end of the line of blocks opposite the depression. The 
depression may have been a well for the production or may have allowed for feeding a firebox. A lot 
of the wells in the area were seepage wells, in which a terra cotta pipe would be installed into the 
ground to collect water. Mickey Summers believes that the boiler would have been placed on the 
elevated set of blocks where there is a brick scatter. The bricks could have been from a chimney to 
heat it. Then the engine may have sat on the lower set of blocks with the grinder in the smaller 
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depression next to it. He believes that the kettles and train were probably located where the scatter 
of brick is right now, adjacent to a road corridor. 
 
Figure 187. Sketch of the layout of the Marshall Plantation ruins.  
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Figure 188. Example of hog damage sustained at the Marshall Plantation site. 
 
 There also should have been a purgery on site and probably a still. The Union soldier’s 
mention of whiskey is strange since rum would have been easy to distill from the byproduct of sugar 
production; it is possible that the soldier did not know the difference between the liquors. Summers 
also said that a railroad line and several roads once passed by this location. He has conducted 
research in the Ancient Records at Newnansville in Alachua County and found that Marshall owned 
at least 450 acres, including the southwest quarter of Section 9 in Township 15S, Range 23E and 80 
acres adjacent to the Oklawaha River that were not connected to the remainder of the plantation’s 
acreage. Summers believes that Thomas Jefferson Pasteur may have gotten Marshall interested in 
planting in Marion County; both served in the Mexican War, both were politicians from the 
Carolinas, and their agents were purchasing property on the same day. At the very least, it is likely 
that the men knew each other. Marshall purchased some of his property from Param Moody and the 
Ballards. Based on the presence of so many swampy areas, there are limited areas where an 
overseer’s house and living quarters for the enslaved workers could have been constructed, and areas 
close to the works themselves are more likely (Summers, personal communication, 2015).  
Most of the historic artifacts recovered during the testing of the nearby Sharps Ferry Office 
site (8Mr2402) were manufactured too recently to be attributed to the Marshall Plantation 
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occupation, but barrel hoops were seen in the forest nearby, and these could be related to the 
plantation. The foundations are extant and brick scatters are present, as well as some agricultural 
implements and possibly other historical artifacts. Limestone and especially brick were used to build 
sugar works in Florida, but no kettles, identifiable architectural remains, boilers, or machinery were 
found, so identification as a sugar works is still somewhat speculative. Additionally, no historical 
documents outlining the layout or extent of the plantation have been recovered at this time. More 
research is recommended. 
Table 24. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr3214. 
Provenience   Contents   N.    Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2014-2015 
surface  rusted metal implement, 
probable agricultural 
machinery part  
 1  233.3  rusty, some is chipping 
off; 17R 0400954E 
3229241N 
surface, limestone 
foundation 
 cut limestone foundation 
sample 
 1  61.5   
brick scatter   brick fragment, red with 
evidence of mortar 
  1   820.9   5.8 cm x 8.5 cm x 11 cm 
(broken side) 
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Mystery Snail Midden Site, 8Mr3266 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: backswamp adjacent to the south side of the Silver River at a winding meander. 
Area: about 175 by 90 m (574 by 295 ft.). 
Elevation: approximately 40 ft. (12 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: (from Lindstrom 2004): 0-1.8 cm medium dark brown top soil with grass (humus); 
1.8-10.3 cm light gray sandy soil; 10.3-17.8 cm dark brown rich soil; 17.8-25.5 cm light gray to white 
gritty, sandy soil with small crushed shell material; 25.5-45.8 cm light gray hard dry clay with some 
crushed shell material; 45.8-78.8 cm light gray gritty, loosely compacted, increasingly wetter soil with 
large shells. 
Soils: Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded. 
Present Ground Cover: cypress swamp with palms and palmettoes. 
Discovery Method: screened shovel tests and postholes; ceramics reported to be eroding out of 
bank. Relocation attempted with surface inspection and shovel testing. 
Time Period: indeterminate prehistoric with pottery (Deptford?). 
Integrity: unknown, artifacts not found during present survey. 
Significance: likely low. 
Impacts: trail and canoe launch dock and parking area; erosion from boating. 
Recommendations: preservation; avoid additional impacts in the area and conduct archaeological 
survey prior to ground disturbance if impacts are unavoidable. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
Triel Lindstrom (2004:1) identified the site during an archaeological monitoring project 
associated with development of a boardwalk and canoe launch on the south side of the Silver River 
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at the terminus of the River Trail. Boat traffic was causing both shell remains and prehistoric 
ceramic sherds to erode out of the bank. Lindstrom and her crew excavated one 50 cm2 shovel test 
and five 15-cm-diameter post holes (cores) in the area to be impacted by boardwalk posts and 
restroom facilities. All tests yielded freshwater snail and clam remains, including Pomacea, mystery 
snail, mercenaria, Thiaridae, and Planorbidae specimens, along with a bone fragment, a metal disc, 
and a chert flake.  
 On January 27 and 28, Julia Byrd of the Bureau of Archaeological Research (BAR) led an 
Archaeological Resource Management (ARM) training for state land managers at the site. The 
approximately 40 trainees did pedestrian surface inspection of the site area, identifying both 
archaeological and modern examples of gastropods like the Banded Mystery Snail (Viviparus 
georgianus) on the surface. One participant found a gritty sand-tempered pottery sherd on the east 
side of the trail along the ridge, the first ceramic artifact found collected from the site. No 
subsurface testing was conducted, and with the exception of gopher burrowing, the site was 
considered largely undisturbed. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 Since the initial flake had been recorded close to the river (Figure 189), Shovel Test 7 was 
excavated to the west of the canoe launch area near the river (Figure 190). It could only be excavated 
to 19 cm deep before hitting the water table. The wet clay was very difficult to remove from the 
shovel and impossible to screen. Snail shells, fish scales, charcoal, and part of a pull tab beer can top 
were found in the dark clayey loam. There were quite a few cans and bottles littered around the area, 
and clearly, beer drinking has been a popular activity in this area for some time. Shovel tests 7, 8, 
and 9 contained the same rich, clayey loam, bivalve and gastropod shell, and a few fish scales. Shovel 
Test 9 (Figure 191) had a clearer stratigraphy, with 15 cm of humus, 10 cm of sand, approximately 2 
cm of a darker, more organic layer, and then another clayey sand stratum to the water table at 40 cm. 
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The area (Figure 192) contains cypress, palms and palmetto and the areas further form the river 
seem to have denser and larger shells. 
 
Figure 189. Map showing the recorded location of Mystery Snail Midden (Mr3266) and nearby sites Mr53 and Mr532. Site 
boundaries were not expanded during the current survey since no artifacts were encountered. 
 
 One shovel test (10) was excavated on the eastern side of the canoe launch, approximately 50 
meters east of the trail. Soils were similar to the other shovel tests and no artifacts were present. The 
area to the east was higher and grassier without visible midden soils on the surface. Some gopher 
tortoise burrows were found nearby with shells pushed up out of them (Figure 193).  
 When a shovel full of river bottom soils were compared to those recorded as shell (Figure 194) 
midden, they appeared to be very similar. Therefore, we believed that the site was really shell-filled 
alluvial deposits from river flooding. Since Byrd confirmed it as a site, it is possible that we were 
311 
 
digging too close to the river, and that the higher ground might yield a midden layer. Mystery Snail 
Midden is a prehistoric site, but it has a very low density. Two more shovel tests (ST112 and ST113) 
along the river to the east of this site (Figure 195) did not have artifacts either, although the water 
table may have been too high for us to reach cultural levels. The great variety of shellfish apparently 
naturally occurring here might be of research interest for freshwater malacologists. 
  
Figure 190. Canoe launch and view to the west along the Silver River.         Figure 191. Shovel Test 9. 
 
     
Figure 192. Cypress, palm, and palmetto swamp.            Figure 193. Gopher tortoise burrow near ST 10. 
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Figure 194. Examples of shell types from the Mr3266. Figure 195. Culturally sterile Shovel Test 112 filling with water. 
 
Table 25. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr3266.  
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Westerman and White 2014-2015 
ST8, 0-42 cm  gastropod shell (probable Pomatiopsis 
lapidaria) 
 5  4.9  shell has mud in it, 
increasing weight 
ST8, 0-42 cm  gastropod shell (probable Pomacea 
paludosa) 
 5  41.0  shell has mud in it, 
increasing weight 
ST8, 0-42 cm  bivalve shell (poss. Lampsilis australis or 
Villosa lenosa) 
 3  45.5  shell has mud in it, 
increasing weight 
ST8, 0-42 cm  UID gastropod shell  1  0.4  shell has mud in it, 
increasing weight 
ST8, 0-42 cm  shell fragments  8  0.1  shell has mud in it, 
increasing weight 
surface  gastropod shell, prob modern  1  4.5   
ST10, 0-20 cm  gastropod shell, prob Goniobasis clenchi  1  0.4   
ST7, 0-19 cm  gastropod shell (prob Goniobasis clenchi)  1  0.5   
ST7, 0-19 cm  gastropod shell (prob Pomatiopsis 
lapidaria) 
 9  15.5   
ST7, 0-19 cm  bivalve shell and frags  14  4.2   
ST7, 0-19 cm  gastropod shell (prob Pomacea paludosa 
frags) 
 4  0.9   
ST7, 0-19 cm  UID gastropod shells  2  0.8  flat and conical shell 
ST7, 0-19 cm  shell fragments  6  0.3   
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Table 25. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST7, 0-19 cm  pull tab beer can fragments  5  14.1   
 
2004 Lindstrom Survey 
ST1  chert fragment  1     
ST1  metal disk  1    small, round 
ST1  plastic  1     
ST1  modern bottle glass fragments  4     
ST1  modern thin coiled metal wire  1     
PH3  animal bone fragment  1     
all tests  shell      pomacea, mystery snail, 
mercenaria, Thiaridae, 
Planorbidae 
 
Byrd 2015 Archaeological Resource Monitoring Training 
surface   gritty, sand-tempered plain pottery 
sherd 
  1         
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SR 40 / CR 326 Site, 8Mr3477 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 5. 
Physiography: approximately 500 km northeast of the Silver River, directly north of two ponds; 
within the SR 40 right-of-way. 
Area: about 180 by 95 m (591 by 312 ft.). 
Elevation: 60 ft. (18.3 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: (according to SEARCH): 0-20 cm gray-brown sand; 20-30 cm dark gray sand; 30-70 
cm light gray-brown sand; 70-80 cm very dark gray brown and very compact spodic horizon; 80-100 
cm brown sandy clay. 
Soils: Pomona sand and Electra sand, 0-5% slopes. 
Present Ground Cover: flatwoods with pines, palms, and palmettos. Most of the area within the 
park surrounding the site was waterlogged. 
Discovery Method: recorded with shovel testing and surface collection; attempted relocation with 
shovel testing. 
Time Period: indeterminate prehistoric. 
Integrity: unknown, likely low due to highway construction. 
Significance: previously determined ineligible for listing in the NRHP; not relocated. 
Impacts: highway construction and/or widening. 
Recommendations: it appears that the site does not extend into the park beyond the State Road 40 
right-of-way; no further work is necessary and park activities are unlikely to further impact the site. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
SEARCH recorded the SR40/CR326 site during their survey for the State Road 40 widening 
project. They found four lithic waste flakes and one distal biface fragment made from thermally 
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altered Ocala Cluster chert during shovel testing along the corridor. Three of the shovel tests with 
artifacts were excavated on the north side of SR40, and only one shovel test on the south side of the 
road yielded cultural material. Shovel tests along the corridor to the east and the west did not 
contain artifacts on the south side of the road (Chambless 2008). 
Field Investigation(s) (Current):  
 It was difficult to find an area that was dry enough to excavate a shovel test during efforts to 
relocate site 8Mr3477. The area had mixed forest with many palmettos, and the ground was so wet 
that water pooled around our boots as we walked through (Figure 196). The elevation was higher 
closer to SR40, so Shovel Test 59 (Figure 197) was excavated at a higher and drier spot. No cultural 
material was present in the test, and hardpan halted it at 82 cm depth. Based on pedestrian survey 
and a single shovel test, it appears that the site is confined to the higher elevation (Figures 198 and 
199) where the road was constructed and activities within the park would not affect it. This portion 
of the park is too low and wet to be a likely candidate for settlement. 
   
Figure 196. Swampy land south of Mr3477.    Figure 197. Shovel Test 59. 
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Figure 198. Map of 8Mr3477 showing Shovel Test 59 that did not contain artifacts and the Cactus Flower site to the west. 
 
 
Figure 199. Looking north toward State Road 40 and the location of Mr3477. Note steep slope up. 
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Table 26. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr3477. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
SEARCH 2008 survey  secondary flakes  3  10.0  early reduction; heat treated 
SEARCH 2008 survey  secondary decort flake  1  1.0  early reduction; heat treated 
SEARCH 2008 survey   projectile point 
fragment, distal end 
  1   3.0   heat treated 
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Paradise Park Resort, 8Mr3746 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 6.  
Physiography: on south bank of the Silver River; artificial Ft. King Waterway canal now covers a 
portion of the former resort. 
Area: about 250 m by 160 m (820 by 525 ft.). 
Elevation: 45-60 ft. (13.7-18.3 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: no shovel testing conducted. 
Soils: Anclote-Tomoka complex, depressional; Candler sand, 0-5% slopes, and Tavares sand, 0-5% 
slopes. 
Present Ground Cover: several large oaks and other younger mixed vegetation with cypress swamp 
and a dredged canal along the northern boundary. 
Discovery Method: surface collection and informant interview. 
Time Period: twentieth-century American, African-American segregated resort. 
Integrity: moderate. Architectural features are mostly destroyed although some foundations remain.  
Significance: high. 
Impacts: a portion of the former resort was dredged for the Ft. King Waterway canal and all 
buildings that stood at the resort have been razed. Wild hogs have also impacted the site by rooting. 
Recommendations: preservation and avoidance. However, the site is a good candidate for an 
interpretive exhibit. If full archaeological documentation, including collection of remaining artifacts 
and recording of any features can be conducted, the site could be opened as a beach facility with 
historical interpretive elements to educate the public about the history of Paradise Park and of 
African-American life and tourism during segregation in the mid-twentieth century. 
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Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
 O’Donoughue and Sassaman (2013) obtained a FMSF number to record the former Paradise 
Park segregated African-American attraction. However, a form has not been submitted for this site 
yet and only a management summary is available. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 Paradise Road terminates at the former Paradise Park resort (Figure 200) and the concrete 
foundations on either side of the road from the former entrance gate remain (Figure 201). Several 
animal cages have been erected in the area. A large, round, green fenced enclosure is on the east side 
of the trail approaching Paradise Park. There is a towering hill of fill dirt (Figure 202) with recent 
evidence of backhoe borrow activities and very visible, albeit unnatural, strata. The fill was brought 
from neighboring areas and placed there for filling depressions throughout the park. 
 A chain-link fence was added by private companies that held the Silver Springs lease after 
Ray and Davidson. Beyond the fence was an area that has been revegetated to approximate an 
African safari for the former zoo exhibit. This was also where the Cross-Florida Barge Canal 
corridor was once slated for construction. The Fort King Waterway is a former creek that has been 
dredged into a canal used for canoeing, and the former location of a beach (Figure 203). A limestone 
and chain-link fence bulkhead is placed there now. An island visible from this point leads to the 
headspring and boardwalk – people used to cross to it on boards and a dock was on the east side of 
the swimming basin here (Summers, personal communication, 2015). 
 There is a lot of glass and some ceramics at the Paradise Park site, and only a minor 
controlled collection was conducted. There is concrete rubble all over, many glass condiment and 
soda bottles, broken ceramics, and cans with lead spots on them. Reginald Lewis, Eddie Vereen’s 
grandson, was one of many family members the manager put to work in the upkeep of Silver 
Springs. He specifically mentioned picking up Nehi soda bottles from the grounds on a daily basis; 
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he must have missed one because the distinctive bottle was among our small collection of artifacts 
(Vickers and Wilson-Graham 2015:135; Figure 204). It is possible that trash from post-Paradise Park 
days has been deposited there, too. The remains of park benches, and even a swimming pool style 
ladder (probably from one of the docks that used to be at the attraction) are mixed in with the debris 
(Figure 205). A foundation from a former alligator exhibit is still present under leaf litter (Figure 
206). Summers identified a piece of the thick wire cable that was used by the Tarzan film crew, 
which we collected (Figure 207). One of the trees that supported Tarzan’s treehouse is still standing 
at the site. Much of the ground in the area has been disturbed by hogs. 
 
Figure 200. Map of Paradise Park Resort (Mr3746) outlined in pink (area is within larger Mr83/93/1920/1921 site). 
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Figure 201. Foundations at former park entrance. Figure 202. Fill pile near Paradise Park. 
 
    
Figure 203. Historic artifacts (Nehi bottle lower center).    Figure 204. Former beach area overlooking canal. 
 
 
Figure 205. Artifact scatter at Paradise Park Resort with swimming ladder in foreground and remains of concrete park benches 
at center. 
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The site has great historical significance as one of the few recreational facilities and especially 
beach resorts open to African-American tourists during segregation (as discussed in the historical 
background section of this report). This area ought to be fully collected, mapped, and then cleaned 
up for public interpretation. Additionally, there are prehistoric artifacts within the large fill-dirt pile 
near the site, and it would be a good place for public archaeology activities. Visitors could learn to 
identify artifacts and stratigraphy, but an intact prehistoric site would not be impacted. 
   
Figure 206. Foundations from gator enclosure.  Figure 207. Segment of cable from Tarzan’s rope swing. 
 
Table 27. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr3746. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
surface  milk glass shard  1  17.4   
surface  clear glass jar base, slightly 
incurvate 
 1  75.2  concentric circles on base with 
.8. in middle and "-D" on side 
surface  base and approximately 1/2 of 
Nehi soda bottle, clear glass  
 1  190.5  "DESIGN PAT'D MAR 3,25" 
and "4 257" written on bottom 
ring above base, some yellow 
paint remains from label, 
hatched glass pattern along sides 
surface  glazed earthenware (whiteware?) 
rim sherd, scalloped rim, check-
pattern, cream colored glaze 
 1  15.9   
surface   large blue glazed earthenware 
rim sherd, curvilinear design 
along the rim, wave design on 
body, large vessel 
  1   91.4   might be a planter 
 
  
323 
 
Silver Springs RR and Hotel Site, 8Mr3855 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 22E, Section 1.  
Physiography: uplands west and northwest of the Silver Springs headsprings. 
Area: approximately 234 by 85 m (768 by 279 ft.). 
Elevation: 45-50 ft. (13.7-15.2 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: disturbance from previous episodes of construction extend about 1 meter deep. 
Soils: Udalfic Arents, 0-5% slopes (disturbed soils). 
Present Ground Cover: paved parking lot and attraction spring-side buildings, possibly extends 
into landscaped areas. 
Discovery Method: archaeological monitoring of sewer line and force main installation. 
Time Period: late nineteenth and early twentieth century American. 
Integrity: moderate. 
Significance: high. 
Impacts: many episodes of development at the springhead; however, recent utilities were installed 
under the rails in order to preserve them. 
Recommendations: ground disturbance should be preceded by archaeological investigation; this 
find confirms that intact historical features may be present despite extensive disturbance. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
 SouthArc, Inc. monitored a number of ground-disturbing activities within the former Silver 
Springs Nature Theme Park area, including water force main and sewer line installation through the 
“north parking lot.” During this work, multiple construction episodes could be identified, and the 
deepest one had “logs with shaped ends, wooden posts, boards, tongue-and-groove flooring and a 
piece of decorative architectural wood…put together with wire nails and wood screws (Wayne and 
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Dickinson 2014:35). These items, along with various ceramic and glass artifacts, probably represent 
remains from a hotel that once stood on the banks of the Silver Springs headsprings basin.  
 Further excavation near the administration building at the park exposed two parallel railroad 
lines, one possibly a slightly larger gauge than the other. The ties were made of heart pine and the 
rails were also present, as well as some railroad spikes. The location corresponds well with historical 
photographs showing rail service to the springhead. Construction of the water and sewer lines was 
able to avoid the railroad features by excavating underneath them, allowing them to be preserved in 
place (Wayne and Dickinson 2014:28-44).  
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 The monitoring report and FMSF form for the Silver Springs RR and Hotel (Figures 208and 
209) were not available until late in the project, so I was unaware of the existence of this site during 
most of the survey. No field investigation was undertaken by our crew, and the site appears to be 
mostly underneath a parking lot. The site is historically significant and no further ground disturbance 
should occur in the area without archaeological investigation preceding it. 
 
Figure 208. 1887 photograph by Stanley J. Morrow of the hotel and railroad lines at Silver Springs. 
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Figure 209. Location of Silver Springs RR and Hotel and close proximity of other archaeological sites. 
 
Table 28. Materials recovered, 8Mr3855. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
North Parking Lot  tertiary flakes  8  47.6   
North Parking Lot  possible hammerstone  1  234.8   
North Parking Lot  tool preform  1  61.7   
North Parking Lot  Marion point, reworked, missing tip  1  10.9  thermally altered 
North Parking Lot  Albany salt glazed stoneware sherd  1  36   
North Parking Lot  plain ironstone sherd  1  3   
North Parking Lot  glass condiment bottle  1  301.9  1880s-1890s 
North Parking Lot  amber bottle glass fragment  1  2.9  partially melted 
North Parking Lot  clear bottle glass fragment  1  32.1  patinated 
North Parking Lot  milk glass counter top fragments  3  1112.2  crossmend 
North Parking Lot  nails, cut  4  37.9   
North Parking Lot  railroad spike  1  202.7   
Lift Station #2  molded ironstone plate rim sherd  1  14.9   
Lift Station #3  plain porcelain cup sherd  1  38.7   
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Table 28. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
Lift Station #4  plain porcelain sugar bowl or creamer  2  22.5  crossmend 
Lift Station #5  amber bottle glass shard, Schlitz beer 
bottle 
 1  209.7   
Lift Station #6  clear condiment bottle glass  1  254.3   
Railroad Tracks  iron bar, unk. function  1  1094.2   
Railroad Tracks  iron fragment with four railroad spikes 
attached 
 1  3500   
Railroad Tracks   railroad spikes   4   1080.6     
Note that prehistoric artifacts are included in the table, as they were in the SouthArc, Inc. 2014 monitoring report. However, the 
text of the report said that they should be considered part of the Franklin 15 site (8Mr1082). 
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Carmichael Ridge Site, 8Mr3902 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: upland ridge on the north bank of the Silver River. 
Area: approximately 120 by 40 m (194 by 131 ft.) as recorded, but boundaries are undetermined. 
Elevation: 40-45 ft. (12.2-13.7 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: (Shovel Test 94): 0-17 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clay; 17-53 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark 
grayish brown clay; 53 cm very hard and rocky soil. 
Soils: Paisley loamy fine sand and Bluff sandy clay. 
Present Ground Cover: pine, oak, and palm (including needle palm) trees; swamp adjacent to site 
on the south and east; nearby areas are grassy and another low and wet area is north of the site. 
Discovery Method: informant report, surface collection, and shovel testing. 
Time Period: late prehistoric (Alachua; St. Johns II), possibly earlier prehistoric also; minor historic 
component. 
Integrity: high. 
Significance: possibly high. 
Impacts: erosion, bioturbation (burrowing animals), horse and pedestrian trail development and 
continued use. 
Recommendations: avoid and preserve site; rerouting horse trail may help to protect site, but a 
new corridor should be surveyed first so other sites (or extensions of the Carmichael Ridge site) are 
not disturbed.  
Field Investigation (Current):  
 Summers identified the Carmichael Ridge site (Figures 210 and 211), named for the former 
land owner, C. Ed. Carmichael, when he noticed artifacts eroding out of the slope adjacent to one of 
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the equestrian trails. A heavy and steeply-flaked chert tool, possibly an adze (Figure 212), was 
collected from the surface in the middle of the trail. Artifacts and ecofacts including an 
indeterminate grit-tempered incised pottery sherd (Figure 213), chert flakes, and bone were present 
on the surface of Carmichael Ridge. The ridge had a terraced appearance, with a higher ledge where 
the horse trail hugged the edge, and then a lower ridge below it before the swamp began. One could 
see the flowing river through the trees at this beautiful location that Summers referred to as a 
“choke site,” where the navigable river approaches the shore. In most areas, there are is far too 
much backswamp to launch a boat from the bank without a channel or a dock. Summers mentioned 
that west of this particular site was an even higher ridge and the site could extend further. Summers 
donated the collection of artifacts that he had salvaged from this location to USF.  
 
Figure 210. Carmichael Ridge Site (Mr3902) and its proximity to other sites (Mr130 and Mr1922). 
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Figure 211. Carmichael Ridge (8Mr3902) overlooking lower terrace and Silver River. 
 
   
Figure 212. Possible adze found in road at 8Mr3902.   Figure 213. Indeterminate grit-tempered incised ware. 
 
The area had pine, oak, and palm trees (including a needle palm), and burrowing animals 
caused some ground disturbance; no artifacts were found in the backdirt of burrows. Shovel Tests 
94 and 95 were excavated along the ridge. The soil is a thick clay and impossible to screen. Finding 
artifacts requires picking through the clay by hand, but lithic flakes, pottery, and faunal remains 
(bone and a small amount of shell) were recovered. The soil also included a large amount of 
limestone, especially at increasing depths. All the artifacts were found in the top stratum, about 17 
centimeters deep. After that, excavation required a rock hammer to break through the ground. The 
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test was terminated after about 30 cm of culturally-sterile soil, and the ground was too hard to core 
deeper. Surface inspection to the north and west, away from the river, covered disturbed areas with a 
number of small wet depressions. 
 Shovel test 95, excavated about 50 m east of Shovel Test 94, had a similar soil profile, but 
the black clay was only 8 cm deep. This shovel test was also excavated to only 52 centimeters due to 
the hard rock and clay, but a new stratum of lighter gray clay was present at approximately 42 cm 
deep. One rather large lithic flake was shallow in the test, and the artifact density, which wasn’t very 
high to begin with, fell off in the rockier lower soil. There were no artifacts in this deeper level. 
The surface visibility is very low throughout the area. There are not enough data to suggest 
boundaries with any accuracy, although there are depressions, seen when hiking back from the ridge, 
that are less likely to contain midden. The subsurface expression was sparse, but the combined 
collection from the site is dense enough that it is possible for more substantial deposits to be 
present.  
 Summers’ artifact collection from the surface of the site contained Alachua Cob-Marked 
sherds (Figure 214), diagnostic of the late prehistoric Alachua period and indirect evidence of maize 
agriculture. Also on the surface, a rather thick sherd of incised grit-tempered plain pottery was 
recovered, but could not be identified as a formal type. Sand-tempered plain and incised pottery was 
recovered both from the surface and Shovel Test 94 (Figures 215 and 216). Additionally, a St. Johns 
Check-Stamped sherd (Figure 217) came from Shovel Test 94 and indicated St. Johns II period site 
use, another late prehistoric diagnostic. A cortical biface fragment (Figure 218) and a small quantity 
of lithic debitage also came from the site, and the flakes were often so eroded that it was difficult to 
determine if they were cortical or not. Not all faunal remains were identified, but inhabitants had 
discarded alligator, turtle (including softshell turtle), likely mammal bone, and bivalve and gastropod 
shell (Figure 219). Artifact recovery is limited to the black clay soils high in the shovel test, but 
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diagnostic artifacts and subsistence remains are present. Like other late prehistoric sites in the park, 
there is a fairly high diversity of artifacts despite a low density. 
   
Figure 214. Cob-marked sherds (refit) from MS Collection. Figure 215. Sand-tempered body sherds (examples). 
 
   
Figure 216. Interior of sand-tempered plain rim sherd.  Figure 217. St. Johns Check-Stamped sherd. 
 
  
Figure 218. Biface fragment.    Figure 219. Faunal remains from the Carmichael Ridge site. 
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Table 29. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr3902. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
surface, MS 
collection 
 Alachua Cob-Marked body sherds  5  115.8  all mendable 
surface, MS 
collection 
 sand-tempered plain body sherds  5  30.2  one with some brushing, 
probably from smoothing 
surface, MS 
collection 
 sand-tempered plain rim sherd, 
uneven surface 
 1  29.0   
surface, MS 
collection 
 biface fragment, cortical, thermally 
altered 
 1  12.9   
surface, MS 
collection 
 secondary flakes  2  20.0   
surface, MS 
collection 
 blown bottle glass shard, patinated, 
clear with aqua tint 
1  36.6  scar along side, embossed 
label reads "A ORKS A" 
surface, MS 
collection 
 long bone fragment  1  18.6   
surface, MS 
collection 
 turtle carapace fragments  4  5.2   
surface, MS 
collection 
 unidentified bone fragments  2  2.1   
surface, MS 
collection 
 alligator scute  1  6.4   
surface along 
horse trail 
 large probable adze, steeply flaked, 
unifacial 
 1  413.6   
surface  indeterminate incised grit-and-
sand-tempered body sherd 
 1  34.8  thick 
surface  secondary decort flake  1  1.0   
surface  primary decort flake  1  6.4   
surface  turtle carapace fragment  1  7.1   
surface  indeterminate bone fragment  1  1.3   
surface  bivalve shell fragments  2  2.4   
surface  softshell turtle carapace fragment  1  2.7   
ST94, 0-17 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped body 
sherd 
 1  1.7   
ST94, 0-17 cm  sand-tempered body sherd with 
incision on one side (prob. inside) 
 1  5.4   
ST94, 0-17 cm  sand-tempered plain body sherds  5  4.2   
ST94, 0-17 cm  secondary/retouch flake  1  <0.1   
ST94, 0-17 cm  unident. bone fragments  6  1.7   
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Table 29. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST94, 0-17 cm  natural hematite pebbles, water-
deposited 
 10  5.0   
ST94, 0-17 cm  turtle carapace fragments  7  7.8  most burnt 
ST94, 0-17 cm  gastropod shell fragments  2  0.8  ram's horn, unident; prob 
modern 
ST94, 0-17 cm  limestone pebbles  9  7.1   
ST94, 0-17 cm  charcoal    <0.1   
ST94, 0-17 cm  ceramic crumb, St. Johns paste  1  0.3   
ST94, 0-17 cm  secondary decort flakes  3  2.4  hard to tell if cortical or 
eroded 
ST94, 0-17 cm  primary decort flakes  2  1.9  hard to tell if cortical or 
eroded 
ST95, 0-42 cm  secondary flakes  3  14.0   
ST95, 0-42 cm   natural hematitic pebbles (prob 
natural) 
  3   1.1     
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Hardy Croom Site, 8Mr3903 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 9. 
Physiography: ridge on north bank of the Silver River, directly adjacent to the backswamp.  
Area: approx. 200 m east-west along ridge by 130 m north-south (656 by 427 ft.). 
Elevation: 40-55 ft. (12.2-16.8 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: Shovel Test 96: 0-13 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clay; 13-39 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clay with 
shell; 40 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray clay; 40-80 cm core with 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown 
sandy clay with limestone and chalk inclusions. 
Soils: Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed hardwood and coniferous forest and exotic plants (trifoliate orange, 
Northern Catawba, and creeping fig). 
Discovery Method: informant interview, surface collection, shovel testing. 
Time Period: Woodland (St. Johns Ia, early); Late Woodland (St. Johns II); historic (early twentieth 
century, possibly late nineteenth century). 
Integrity: moderate to high. 
Significance: possibly high. 
Impacts: bioturbation from animal burrowing, possible erosion on ridge. 
Recommendations: preservation and avoidance; additional investigation if the site will be 
impacted. 
Field Investigation:  
 Summers identified the Hardy Croom site (8Mr3903) on property formerly owned by its 
namesake (and possibly on adjacent parcels once owned by other private individuals.) According to 
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Summers, the Croom family held the property from the 1920s until 1985, when they were coerced 
to sell their land (since it was an outparcel without an easement allowing access to the road). 
 The site is on the first terrace overlooking the Silver River on the north bank (Figures 220-
222). There is a small drainage that flows into the river backswamp here, which has pottery and 
chert flakes eroding out on the surface. Nearby is the remains of an old vehicle, which Summers 
suggested could be an antique Reo (or REO). Natural disturbances on site include armadillo 
burrows.  
 
Figure 220. Map of Site 8Mr3903, showing other archaeological sites along the south bank and an outparcel (southwest corner). 
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Figure 221. Hardy Croom site, near ST96. 
 
 
Figure 222. Close-up map showing select historic artifacts from the Hardy Croom site area. 
 
 The old car frame (Figure 223) was located in the brush along the side of the equestrian river 
trail. Summers said that there was an old tram and corduroy road along this area, as well as a former 
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boat ramp. The frame of a vehicle had apparently been discarded off the edge of the ridge. The 
metal frame and wheels are still there, intertwined with wire fencing, but none of the body, tires, 
interior, engine, etc. was found. The frame rails are about 8 feet (2.4 m) long and the segment that 
attaches to the axles is 5.5 feet (1.7 m) long. The rails are 22.5 inches (57 cm) apart and the front axle 
is 5.5 ft. (1.7 m) long. One wheel leaning against the north side of the frame is 2 ft. (61 cm) in 
diameter. An axle not attached the frame but directly adjacent is 42 inches (1.1 m) between wheels 
and 51 inches (1.3 m) in total length. The wheels are partially buried and have metal spikes in them 
(Figure 224). Summers mentioned finding the kinds of wrenches used on Model T and Model A 
Fords, but these were not found during survey. It seems rather small for a car, however, so it may be 
a tram car frame instead.  
 
Figure 223. Abandoned vehicle frame at Hardy Croom site (8Mr3903). 
 
 
Figure 224. Spikes on wheels of car at Hardy Croom site (8Mr3903). 
 
338 
 
 Prehistoric and historic pottery, chert flakes, brick, glass bottles and shards, barbed wire, 
rusted barrels, and metal were visible on the surface, and a large bed frame had been discarded at 
this location (Figure 225). Summers pointed out some non-native plants, including a trifoliate orange 
tree and a northern catawba, which is native to America but does not naturally range this far south. 
These ornamental or agriculturally useful trees are further evidence of historic sites. According to 
Summers, Hardy Croom had tried to grow oranges on this property at one time. Terra cotta piping 
(Figure 226) was present to the northwest of the stream. Running pipes into the river was a common 
sewage disposal method for earlier inhabitants.  
   
Figure 225. Rusted barrel.    Figure 226. Terra cotta pipe. 
 
 Other historic artifacts that we found in the nearby woods include an old stove part, aqua 
colored glass, amethyst glass, brick, and whiteware. There was also a bottle dump site (Figure 227) in 
the area with many beer and champagne bottles; one read “SETTIA” and another “CLICQUOT 
CLUB.” Summers noted that they served champagne on the riverboats that voyaged up and down 
the Oklawaha and Silver Rivers and probably threw empty bottles overboard. Previous inhabitants 
would have had access to such goods as well. There was a chain apparatus, a well, and a broken 
gallon jug, a moonshine jug according to Summers.  
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Figure 227. Bottle dump at Hardy Croom site. 
 
 Summers has collected artifacts from the site from about 2005 through 2015, including 
during his work with a primatology student from the University of Florida who is studying the 
rhesus macaques (Figure 228) living near the Silver River. Summers donated these artifacts to us as 
part of surface collection to interpret and record the site with the understanding that they will be 
turned over to the Bureau of Archaeological Research for curation at the conclusion of this study. 
 
Figure 228. Rhesus macaque observing our shovel testing at the Hardy Croom site. 
 
Quite a few pottery types were included in Summers’ collection, including at least one large 
Oklawaha Incised sherd (Figure 229), a minority ceramic type with St. Johns paste dating to the early 
St. Johns I period (Goggin 1952:103). St. Johns Plain sherds (Figure 230), including one with a thick 
folded rim (Figure 231), and possible Dunn’s Creek Red were other potentially early-middle 
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Woodland types, although St. Johns Plain can be found throughout ceramic-bearing contexts in East 
Florida. At least one St. Johns Check-Stamped sherd (Figure 232) also hints at St. Johns II period 
late prehistoric use of the site area.  
 
Figure 229. Oklawaha Incised rim sherd.    Figure 230. St. Johns Plain sherd with thick folded rim. 
 
   
Figure 231. Miscellaneous sherds with St. Johns paste. Figure 232. St. Johns Check-Stamped sherd. 
 
Summers’ collections contained sand-tempered pottery (Figures 233-235), including rim 
sherds, in addition to the St. Johns sponge-spicule tempered types. Lithic artifacts were represented 
by probably nearly-exhausted cores and several secondary or secondary decortication flakes with 
evidence of retouch flaking and/or use-wear (Figures 236-238). Various colors of historic glass and 
ceramics, including one transfer-printed rim sherd, were also part of the collection (Figures 239 and 
240). 
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Figure 233. Sand tempered rim sherd, uneven rim.  Figure 234. Sand-tempered rim sherd. 
 
   
Figure 235. Sand-tempered plain pottery sherds.     Figure 236. Possible cores from Summers’ collection. 
 
  
Figure 237. Probable utilized flakes.     Figure 238. Utilized flake, possibly hafted. 
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Figure 239. Historic glass and whiteware sherd.   Figure 240. Transfer-printed whiteware. 
 
 Shovel Test 96 (Figure 241) was excavated on the east side of the creek at the top of the 
ridge. Screening was impossible due to clay soils, so progress was slow. The top layer had black clay 
and a huge amount of faunal bone, including turtle carapace, probable snake vertebrae, and deer 
teeth, at least some of which was still attached to a mandible. Some of the bone is probably modern, 
but some is burned and looks archaeological. The top artifact-bearing layer had both prehistoric 
pottery and lithics mixed with historic glass and metal. One of the lithic artifacts in this layer was a 
midsection of a small drill (Figure 242). A probable St. Johns Incised rim was recovered in this 
shovel test (Figure 243). 
     
Figure 241. Shovel Test 96. Note dark soil and shell in test. Figure 242. Drill fragment. 
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Figure 243. St. Johns Incised rim sherd. 
 
 After about 13 cm of black clay, the soil contained a large amount of shell (a sample was 
collected), mostly snail shell with a very small amount of bivalve shell included. The shell midden 
layer was about 15 cm thick, but was sloped so that shell recovery extended to about 39 cm. Deeper 
in the test, the soil was full of limestone marl, what Summers called “Hawthorne gumbo.” Artifact 
recovery was sparser within the shell layer. It is possible that some of the artifacts in the top layer 
were deposited via erosion from higher ground. Excavation could only reach 40 cm due to time 
constraints, but the test seemed to have reached a culturally sterile layer. No more cultural material 
was found in a core excavated 40 cm deeper, where it reached limerock. 
Boundaries for the Hardy Croom site are tentative, since only one shovel test was excavated. 
They are determined based on the recorded extent of the historic artifact scatter, but the prehistoric 
site component size is unknown. The artifact collection from Hardy Croom is more robust than at 
many of the sites, but most of the information comes from surface collection. Like other black clay 
middens along the banks of the Silver River, it exhibits both St. Johns and sand-tempered types of 
pottery and at least one microtool. This site also had a greater amount of faunal remains than most 
other sites investigated during this survey. 
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Table 30. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr3903. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
M.S. collection  unidentified bone fragments  10  38.2  probably mammal 
M.S. collection  turtle carapace fragments  3  8.0   
M.S. collection  secondary flakes  12  27.5   
M.S. collection  secondary decort flakes  9  99.0  one possibly retouched 
M.S. collection  primary decort flakes  2  7.1   
M.S. collection  possible cores  2  79.7   
M.S. collection  sand-tempered plain body sherds  7  26.5   
M.S. collection  shell fragment  1  2.7   
M.S. collection  probable utilized flakes  3  24.3   
M.S. collection  St. Johns indeterminate incised 
body sherd 
 1  2.1   
M.S. collection  sand-tempered plain rim sherd, 
thin uneven rim 
 1  40.4   
M.S. collection  sand-tempered indeterminate 
stamped body sherd 
 1  15.3   
M.S. collection  block shatter  1  4.4   
M.S. collection  Oklawaha Incised rim sherd  1  23.4  Goggin 1952 and 1948a 
M.S. collection  sand-tempered rim sherd, eroded  1  7.5  possible rim treatment 
M.S. collection  probable St. Johns Check-Stamped 
body sherd 
 1  4.8   
M.S. collection  St. Johns indeterminate body 
sherds 
 6  18.8  4 possibly red painted 
M.S. collection  St. Johns indeterminate rim sherd  1  0.9   
M.S. collection, 
"Jeffie Bell" site 
 ironstone pottery body sherd 
"STEUB… CHINA" 
 1  4.9  possibly Steubenville 
china, sherd could date 
btw late 1800s-1959 
M.S. collection, 
"Jeffie Bell" site 
 crystal rim sherd, bluish gray color  1  9.3   
M.S. collection, 
"Jeffie Bell" site 
 chipped basal brown glass shard  1  10.9  with patination, contains 
small bubbles, may have 
been worked (blown) 
M.S. collection, 
"Jeffie Bell" site 
 blue glass shard  1  3.4   
M.S. collection, 
"Jeffie Bell" site 
 clear glass rim shard, slight purple 
hue 
 1  1.6   
M.S. Collection  sand-tempered rim sherd, slightly 
uneven curved rim, small 
indentation underneath rim 
 1  8.0   
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Table 30. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
M.S. collection  St. Johns Plain rim sherd, thick 
folded rim 
 1  6.7   
M.S. collection  whiteware rim sherd, blue transfer 
printed, probably a cup 
 1  5.5   
M.S. collection  porcelain rim sherd with raised 
dots, possible plate fragment 
 1  8.2   
M.S. collection  prob ironstone body sherd  1  2.2   
M.S. collection  secondary flakes  2  31.5   
M.S. collection  possible hafted unifacial flake tool, 
use-wear 
 1  4.3   
M.S. collection  snail shell  4  6.7  mystery snail 
surface  St. Johns Plain rim sherd, possible 
engraved parallel lines 
 1  21.6   
surface  light aqua glass shard  1  4.6   
ST96, 12-40 cm  charcoal  1  0.2   
ST96, 12-40 cm  sand-tempered plain body sherds  3  3.7   
ST96, 12-40 cm  secondary flakes  7  7.1  6 appear thermally altered 
ST96, 12-40 cm  secondary decort flakes  4  3.8   
ST96, 12-40 cm  primary decort flakes  3  3.4   
ST96, 12-40 cm  block shatter  1  0.1   
ST96, 12-40 cm  vertebra  1  0.2  poss. snake 
ST96, 12-40 cm  unidentified bone fragments, some 
burned 
 27  5.8   
ST96, 12-40 cm  shell fragments, gastropod and 
mollusk 
 26  10.5  not all shell was collected; 
mystery snail, ram's horn, 
and elimia found 
ST96, 12-40 cm  probable turtle carapace frags  21  8.6  some burnt 
ST96, 0-12 cm  St. Johns plain body sherds with 
red grog inclusions and appears as 
though short fibers were also 
included 
 5  10.2  2 refit 
ST96, 0-12 cm  sand-tempered plain body sherds  11  13.5   
ST96, 0-12 cm  sand tempered plain rim sherd  1  0.8   
ST96, 0-12 cm  clay fragment with one almost flat 
surface, possible sherd 
 1  1.6   
ST96, 0-12 cm  incomplete awl or drill, broken tip 
and base 
 1  1.3   
ST96, 0-12 cm  secondary flakes  32  40.4   
ST96, 0-12 cm  secondary decort flakes  6  23.3   
ST96, 0-12 cm  primary decort flakes  2  3.2   
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Table 30. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST96, 0-12 cm  burned organic material  6  2.4   
ST96, 0-12 cm  brown glass (bottle) shards  3  7.9   
ST96, 0-12 cm  clear glass shard  1  0.2   
ST96, 0-12 cm  vertebrae and vertebrae fragments, 
various species 
 10  5.6   
ST96, 0-12 cm  barbed wire  1  4.5   
ST96, 0-12 cm  unidentified bone frags  110  29.4  some burned 
ST96, 0-12 cm  burned turtle carapace fragments  31  17.7   
ST96, 0-12 cm  deer teeth  2  9.8  three still in jaw 
(mandible) 
ST96, 0-12 cm  rusted metal fragment, UID  1  0.3   
ST96, 0-12 cm  shell fragments, gastropods and 
mollusks, some fossilized 
 29  9.1   
ST96, 0-12 cm  block shatter  1  0.1   
ST96, 0-12 cm  pebbles  5  2.6  limestone, sandstone, etc. 
ST96, 0-12 cm  ochre (hematitic sandstone)  1  0.5   
ST96, 0-12 cm  fish vertebrae and frags  6  0.9   
ST96, 0-12 cm  softshell turtle carapace frags  3  2.3   
surface around 
ST96 
 sand-and-grog-tempered body 
sherds 
 1  2.5  (2 refit) 
surface around 
ST96 
 secondary flakes  2  4.4   
surface around 
ST96 
 secondary decort flakes  2  10.0   
surface around 
ST96 
 block shatter  1  5.8   
surface around 
ST96 
 clear glass, probably bottle glass  1  9.1  slight patina 
surface around 
ST96 
 brown glass shard, curved, prob 
bottle glass 
 1  2.9   
surface around 
ST96 
 barbed wire segment  1  27.3   
surface around 
ST96 
  probable turtle carapace frag   1   1.0     
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Knobby Site, 8Mr3904 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: on a ridge 350 m SSE of a southerly bend in the Silver River, 380 directly south of 
Silver River; possibly along a relict channel bed. 
Area: estimated about 120 m (394 ft.) along ridge (WNW by ESE) and 40 m (131 ft.) back from 
ridge (NE-SW). 
Elevation: 40-45 ft. (12.2-13.7 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: from Shovel Test 102: 0-30 cm 10 YR 2/1 black, thick, greasy clay with and limestone 
and shell; 30-55 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sandy clay; 55-80 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown 
sandy clay.  
Soils: Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed forest, including cedar, pines, cypress, bluestem palm, cabbage 
palm, palmettos, grasses, and nut-bearing trees; adjacent to cypress swamp. 
Discovery Method: informant interview, surface collection, shovel testing. 
Time Period: Woodland or late prehistoric. 
Integrity: moderate to high. 
Significance: possibly high significance. 
Impacts: bioturbation from animal burrowing, possible erosion on ridge. 
Recommendations: preservation and avoidance; additional investigation if the site will be 
impacted. 
Field Investigation:  
Summers named the prehistoric Knobby Site (Figures 244 and 245) for the knobby 
protrusions of terrace above the low-lying swamp. These knobs are not along the current river, but 
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may represent a ridge above a former river alignment. The river likely ran along this landform at the 
same time that Silver River Run Midden (8Mr53) and Silver River #2 site (8Mr532) were riverside. 
There are plentiful riverine snails (some modern and some archaeological), including edible apple 
snails, mini ram’s horn (small garden snail), and ram’s horn. Trees in this area currently include 
cedars, pines, cypress, bluestem palm, cabbage palm, palmetto, and nut-bearing trees, but as recently 
as 30 or 40 years ago, there was an open field here (the Long Field) which cattle kept cleared of 
vegetation. There was less underbrush than in many areas of forest, and the ground is even grassy in 
places. Swamp surrounds the Knobby Site to the north and west. Both lithic flakes and pottery were 
recovered from animal burrow backdirt during surface collection. A Pasco grog-and-limestone 
tempered sherd (Figure 246) recovered from the surface suggests a late prehistoric occupation.  
 
Figure 244. White and Summers at Knobby site (8Mr3904). 
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Figure 245. Map of Knobby site. The FMSF locations of site 8Mr1921 is in light purple and the estimated boundaries of 
8Mr3904 and 8Mr1921 as determined during current fieldwork are outlined in pink. 
 
 
Figure 246. Pasco grog-and-limestone-tempered rim sherd. 
  
Shovel Test 102 was excavated close to the ridge edge. The test had thick, black, greasy clay 
from the ground surface to about 23 cm deep. The clay would not pass through the screen, so the 
crew had to pick through it by hand. Two probable utilized flakes were recovered from the 
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uppermost stratum, along with a single sand-tempered plain sherd and lithic debitage, some of 
which was thermally altered. The black clay contained small limestone inclusions and abundant shell, 
mostly very small river snails and a tiny amount of bivalve shell. Mostly unidentified faunal remains 
included a fish vertebra and some turtle shell. The second layer was lighter in color and had more 
sandy clay as well as deposits of crushed shell. The next layer was still lighter and had both concreted 
sand and limestone in the clay. The limestone inclusions became larger and the soil extremely 
difficult to break through deeper in the test, which was terminated at 80 cm depth. The recovery of 
lithic flakes stopped around 70 cm deep, and below it seemed to be a sterile layer. A large scraper 
was recovered from the lower stratum, between 30 and 80 cm (Figures 247). 
 
Figures 247. Scraper recovered from ST102. 
Shovel Tests 103 and 104 (Figure 248) were excavated south and west of Shovel Test 102 
(Figure 249) to determine if the site extended away from the edge of the ridge into the hardwood 
and palm forest. The soil consisted of a thick, rocky, and sticky clay that was difficult to break 
through. There was no upper organic layer of black clay in these tests and a negligible amount of 
shell. This may suggest that the shell in Shovel Test 102 was deposited through human activity. 
Shovel Test 104 was at the western edge of the landform near a cypress swamp, but the site did not 
extend that far. The Knobby site seems to be restricted to the area just along the ridge, probably an 
area for procuring riverine resources or a small campsite.  
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Figure 248. Lighter non-organic soil in sterile ST104.       Figure 249. ST 102, artifacts were found in black soil. 
 
Only one shovel test contained cultural remains, and boundaries of the site to the northwest 
and southeast should be considered estimates, since time and labor constraints did not allow for full 
delineation of this new site. The northeastern boundary of the site is the ridge edge and cypress 
swamp, and shovel tests 103 and 104 suggest a southwestern boundary. It appears that black organic 
soil indicates site presence. 
Table 31. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr3904. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST102, 0-30 cm  sand-tempered plain sherd  1  1.9   
ST102, 0-30 cm  utilized flakes  2  14.7   
ST102, 0-30 cm  secondary flakes, some heat-treated  7  5.6   
ST102, 0-30 cm  secondary decort flakes  5  12.5   
ST102, 0-30 cm  tooth in mandible/maxilla fragment, likely 
deer tooth, highly eroded surface 
 1  1.9   
ST102, 0-30 cm  vertebra (fish?)  1  0.3   
ST102, 0-30 cm  bone fragments  36  26.5   
ST102, 0-30 cm  limestone pebbles  4  3.1   
ST102, 30-80 cm  large bifacial scraper  1  72.6   
ST102, 30-80 cm  secondary flakes  4  11.4   
ST102, 30-80 cm  bone fragments  4  4.7   
ST102, 30-80 cm  limestone chunks  3  34.9   
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Table 31. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
animal burrow 
backdirt 
 grog-and-limestone tempered plain sherd  1  4.6  limestone fizzles 
with HCl 
animal burrow 
backdirt 
 secondary decort flake  1  3.1   
animal burrow 
backdirt 
  sample snail shell   8   11.0     
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Silver River Sink Site, 8Mr3905 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 7. 
Physiography: uplands surrounding a sinkhole.  
Area: at least 450 m (1312 ft.) north-south and 200 m (656 ft.) east-west; boundaries may extend 
farther in all directions. 
Elevation: 50-65 ft. (15.24-19.8 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: varies slightly; typical tests include Shovel Test 31: 0-28 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown 
sand; 28-100 cm 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand and Shovel Test 27: 0-9 cm 10 YR 5/1 gray humic 
layer; 9-100 cm 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand.  
Soils: Candler sand, 0-5% slopes; Sparr fine sand, 0-5% slopes; Placid sand, depressional. 
Present Ground Cover: mixed forest with oaks predominant directly adjacent to the sinkhole. The 
south end of the site had mesic forest with oak, pine, palmetto, and yucca, among other vegetation 
and the western end transitioned to mostly pine forest. The north side of the sinkhole had a more 
gradual rise and wetter ground. A walking trail bends around the sinkhole and cuts through the site. 
Discovery Method: surface collection, shovel testing. 
Time Period: late prehistoric, possibly Woodland or earlier as well; some historic trash remains, but 
much has been removed. 
Integrity: low to moderate. 
Significance: possibly high significance. 
Impacts: historic garbage disposal and recent garbage removal, heavy earth-moving equipment, 
park trail and road construction; the sinkhole itself has been heavily impacted, but the adjacent 
ground is less disturbed. 
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Recommendations: preservation and avoidance; additional investigation if the site will be 
impacted; current use of the trail is unlikely to cause adverse impacts. 
Field Investigation (Previous): 
 This site has not been previously recorded in the FMSF. Like many other sinkholes in 
Florida, as well as many depressions within the park, it was used by historic populations as a trash 
dump. Triel Lindstrom visited the sinkhole area in September 2012 to evaluate the historic 
component and determine if trash removal would impact any significant cultural resources. She 
found trash on the surface and some partially buried vehicle tires and believed that historic 
populations had excavated some berms and depressions for disposal, disturbing the upper levels of 
soil. She also noted the presence of wild hog rooting in the area. She determined that the debris was 
probably less than 50 years old. It included cement blocks, bricks, light bulb fittings, carpet, chain 
link fencing, wire, piping, metal drums, container glass, children’s toys, ceramic dish fragments, and 
personal items like a “Personal Touch” razor blade refill pack. One indoor tile characteristic of mid-
20th century interior design was the only potentially historic artifact. It was her opinion that garbage 
removal by park volunteers would not impact any cultural resources. She apparently did not see any 
prehistoric lithic debitage or aboriginal pottery on the surface (Lindstrom 2012). Mickey Summers 
dismissed the area as being far too badly disturbed to be significant. After testing, it is my opinion 
that portions of the site remain relatively undisturbed. 
Field Investigations (Current): 
 A walking trail loops around a sinkhole on the southwestern side of the park which is 
surrounded by a previously unrecorded archaeological site, the Silver River Sink site (8Mr3905; 
Figures 250-252). It appears that the sinkhole has been bulldozed in the past (probably during 
cleanup); chert flakes were collected from the surface of the sink on the south side. Two shovel tests 
(23 and 24) were excavated approximately 50 m apart on the south side of the sinkhole near where 
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the slope leveled out. Shovel Test 23 contained one chert flake, and Shovel Test 24 contained a 
modern shotgun casing (not collected), chert flakes (one utilized), charcoal, nuts, leaves, and roots. 
Shovel Test 25 was excavated closer to the sinkhole, but before the slope became too steep. This 
test was full of roots, limestone nodules, sand, and clay and had to be terminated at 80 cm due to an 
impenetrable limestone layer. However, it also yielded a bifacial tool, possibly made on a core, which 
showed use-wear and bashing – it may be a hammerstone (Figure 253). Limestone is close to the 
surface at this area next to the sinkhole.  
 
Figure 250. Silver River Sink site map.  
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Figure 251. View of standing water at bottom of sinkhole.      Figure 252. Typical oak and pine vegetation at 8Mr3905. 
 
 
Figure 253. Bifacial tool recovered on the south edge of the sinkhole in Shovel Test 25. 
 
 Attempting to find a southern boundary for this new site, we excavated shovel tests at 
approximately 25 m intervals in two transects 50 m apart. Shovel Test 26 yielded a sand-and-grog 
tempered sherd, possibly near the bottom of the shovel test and two possible utilized flakes. Chert 
flakes were present in shovel tests 27-33, although artifact density decreased with distance from the 
sinkhole. A small sherd with grog tempering and holes in the paste, possibly where limestone had 
dissolved out, was found in Shovel Test 28. No cultural materials were found below one meter in 
tests that were cored. The area immediately surrounding the sinkhole is mixed hardwood and mesic 
forest, with the oaks giving way to pine farther south. By Shovel Test 30, the soil had become very 
dry and the vegetation consisted of oak, pine, palmettos, and yucca, among others. Some of the trees 
had a red fungus on them. 
357 
 
Shovel Tests 81 through 84 were excavated to search for western and northern site 
boundaries. Flakes were recovered in Shovel Test 81 within the first 10 cm and recovery continued 
until the bottom of the unit at 100 cm. Located near the transition from mixed forest to pine forest, 
Shovel Test 82 yielded both pottery and lithic artifacts. Thick grog-tempered pottery (Figure 254), 
which also appeared to have some holes in the paste that could have come from limestone leaching 
out was found in the same test with St. Johns Check-Stamped sherds. A small triangular point 
(Figure 255 and 256) was also recovered from Shovel Test 82, which seems to be a projectile point 
tip, possibly reshaped into a Pinellas point; it retains cortex on one side. This area may be a locus of 
higher artifact density at the Silver River Sink site. 
Shovel Test 83 was excavated still farther north and west of the sinkhole in a dry pine forest 
area, but there were 2 chert flakes recovered between 60 and 100 cm depth. While on the south side 
the sinkhole drop off is sharper, the north side of the sink slopes gradually into the lower, wetter 
area. Shovel Test 84 was located farther north of the sinkhole edge than intended, but the site was 
still present in the form of two weathered chert flakes that were located below 60 cm depth. 
 
Figure 254. Thick grog-tempered pottery from Shovel Test 82; limestone tempering may have leached out. 
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Figure 255. Possible Pinellas point   Figure 256. Opposite side of point. 
 
 Based on our excavations, we believe that a large variable-density site surrounds the 
sinkhole. There is some shallow disturbance from historical dumping here, but there is also an intact 
prehistoric site. Despite excavating 15 shovel tests, no site boundaries have been identified since all 
shovel tests had artifacts. Density is lower away from the sinkhole, as would be expected. There is 
limestone fairly close to the surface at the sinkhole edge. It would be a good area to collect mast 
resources, and depending upon its age, the sink might have been a viable water source for Archaic or 
Paleo-Indian inhabitants. Chert flakes, some of which were utilized, were found very deep in some 
shovel tests, suggesting early occupation, but there is also pottery very shallow in some tests. 
Table 32. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr3905. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST30, 0-100 cm  flake with retouch  1  6.0   
ST30, 0-100 cm  secondary flake  1  0.2   
ST26, 0-100 cm  sand-and-grog-tempered body sherd  1  12.4   
ST26, 0-100 cm  possible utilized flake  1  5.2   
ST26, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  13  8.1  includes retouch flakes 
ST26, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  2  1.2   
ST26, 0-100 cm  concretion  1  5.1   
ST26, 0-100 cm  hematitic rocks  2  7.7   
ST26, 0-100 cm  charcoal    2.6   
ST31, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  2  0.2   
ST27, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  2  3.9   
ST27, 0-100 cm  cortex fragment/block shatter  1  23.0   
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Table 32. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST28, 0-100 cm  grog-and-sand-tempered body 
sherdlet with holes, possibly eroded 
out limestone tempering 
 1  0.3   
ST28, 0-100 cm  secondary flakes  18  5.6   
ST28, 0-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  2  2.4   
ST28, 0-100 cm  primary decort flakes  1  0.3   
ST28, 0-100 cm  rock concretions  2  1.9   
ST23  secondary flake  1  1.2   
ST33  secondary flakes  2  1.1   
ST32  secondary flakes  5  1.2   
ST24, 20-98 cm  secondary flakes  15  7.8   
ST24, 20-98 cm  secondary decort flakes  6  12.8   
ST24, 20-98 cm  hematitic sandstone  1  1.5   
ST24, 20-98 cm  siltstone pebble  1  0.5   
ST24, 20-98 cm  charcoal    1.0   
ST24, 20-98 cm  utilized flake  1  2.1   
ST25  secondary flakes  6  7.5   
ST25  bifacial tool, possibly made on a 
core, showing use-wear and bashing, 
possible hammerstone 
 1  58.5   
ST25  limerock pieces, probably natural 
but possibly cultural 
 13  100.3   
ST29  secondary flakes  4  6.4   
surface along trail 
to site 
 secondary flake, silicified coral  1  2.2   
surface, south side 
of sink 
secondary flake, probable use-wear  1  1.4   
surface, south side 
of sink 
secondary flakes  2  8.6   
ST84, 60-100 cm  primary decort flakes  2  1.7   
ST84, 60-100 cm  concretion  1  0.5   
ST83, 60-100 cm  secondary flakes  4  0.8   
ST83, 60-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  2  2.7   
ST81, 10-100 cm  poss. hematitic sandstone  1  0.6   
ST81, 10-100 cm  secondary flakes  40  16.2  some retouch flakes 
ST81, 10-100 cm  secondary decort flakes  4  4.2   
ST82, 0-106 cm  St. Johns Check-Stamped body 
sherds 
 3  1.6   
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Table 32. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST82, 0-106 cm  thick grog-tempered plain body 
sherds 
 3  12.4  grog-and-sand 
tempering, possibly 
limestone that dissolved 
where there are holes in 
the paste, but only grog 
and sand tempering on 
clean break side 
ST82, 0-106 cm  secondary flakes  15  9.3   
ST82, 0-106 cm  secondary decort flakes  7  6.2   
ST82, 0-106 cm  block shatter  2  0.9   
ST82, 0-106 cm  pebbles  7  4.2  sandstone, some 
probably contain 
hematite 
ST82, 0-106 cm   projectile point tip, possibly 
reshaped to Pinellas Point, retains 
cortex or a fossil inclusion 
  1   0.8     
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Trifoliate Orange Ridge Site, 8Mr3906 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 9. 
Physiography: ridge on south side of Silver River, possibly south of an island in the river. 
Area: boundaries unknown. Estimated 200 by 100 m at least, based on ground inspection of soil 
color (328 by 656 ft.). 
Elevation: 40-55 ft. (12.2-16.8 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: Shovel Test 131: 0-28 cm 10 YR 2/1 black loamy sandy clay with artifacts; 28-33 cm 
10 YR 5/2 grayish brown clay, sterile. 
Soils: Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded; Paisley loamy fine sand. 
Present Ground Cover: trifoliate orange trees (exotic), palms, palmettos, grass, pine, spruce, and 
sweetgum trees on ridge; cypress swamp below. 
Discovery Method: shovel testing, surface inspection. 
Time Period: late prehistoric (Alachua, Suwannee Valley, Pasco, and St. Johns II). 
Integrity: appeared to be high in single shovel test. 
Significance: high. 
Impacts: potentially some from erosion or from historic use of the area. 
Recommendations: preserve and avoid by park activities; this site likely has significant research 
potential for a more in depth study. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
 The area where the Trifoliate Orange Ridge site (Figure 257) was found had been identified 
as a high probability zone. Palmettos and palm, pine, spruce, and sweetgum trees were present, 
along with exotic trifoliate orange trees (Figure 258). A steeper-than-usual terrace fell down to the 
river backswamp and the river itself was actually visible from the bluff, albeit only barely. During 
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pedestrian surface inspection on the way to the site, along the ridge, and the edge of the swamp 
below, we found several historic artifacts, but did not collect them. These included a clear 
“Duraglass” jug (Figure 259), a small screw-top bottle (probably a condiment bottle), and a portion 
of a concrete foundation. 
 
Figure 257. Map of Trifoliate Ridge site. Boundaries are unknown. 
 
Along the ridge, a spot looked very promising for a prehistoric site. Turning up a small bit of 
earth with the shovel revealed soil with the same black color seen at other sites. This, combined with 
the fact that the river was visible from this location, suggested high potential so Shovel Test 130 
(Figure 260) was excavated here.  
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Figure 258. Ripe trifoliate orange on tree and palmettos on ridge.  Figure 259. Duraglass jug. 
 
 
Figure 260. Shovel Test 131 east wall; note sherd protruding from north wall. 
 
 Pottery was present immediately underneath the top root mat and humic layer. Some of it 
was probably broken with the shovel though it had not been visible on the surface. Once it became 
apparent how dense the artifact concentration was, the shovel was exchanged for a trowel. Like 
other clay soil sites, very little went through the screen, so picking through the black clay was 
required to collect the artifacts. There is potential that items such as tiny bones escaped notice, 
especially when we were wearing gloves. The sticky clay coats everything (Figure 261), so touch is 
much more useful than sight. 
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Figure 261. Sample of unwashed pottery from Shovel Test 131. 
 
At about 10 cm deep, an artifact concentration (Figures 262 and 263) was present in the 
southwest corner of the test. Numerous pottery sherds, some quite large, lay on top of each other. 
On the south side of the test in the center (about 25 cm from both the east and west walls, there was 
a concentration of bone (appears after cleaning to be turtle carapace). About midway along the west 
wall, on the north edge of the artifact concentration, there was more crushed shell. The shell seems 
to be bivalve, but could also be crushed snail shell since the fragments were too small to determine 
in the field. A pottery sherd 7 cm long where visible was partially exposed in the north wall about 14 
cm from the west wall. Underneath the concentration, more stone artifacts were appearing, 
including complete flakes and tools such as a beautifully made, bifacially worked probable Tampa 
point. We excavated in approximately 10 cm levels, although the test was only taken to about 18 cm 
deep before we lost too much daylight to continue. 
  
Figure 262. Sketch of Shovel Test 131, 10 cm floor. Figure 263. ST 131 feature, north at top. 
365 
 
 
The ground was noticeably drier although there was still standing water on both sides of 
trails throughout much of the southeastern side of the park when we returned approximately a 
month later to finish ST131. Luckily, the plastic and palm fronds provided good protection and the 
test was not slumped in. A small amount of additional pottery (one fell out of the wall from an 
earlier level), quite a few more lithic flakes, and some intact snail shells were recovered. Artifact 
recovery mostly stopped with the transition from black sandy loamy clay soils to the lighter sandy 
clay below. Limestone inclusions became more prevalent with depth. The test was ended with the 
apparently culturally-sterile clays at approximately 33 cm deep. Most shovel tests in similar soils were 
sterile below the midden layer. Between the hard and compact clay and occasional rain showers that 
made it even more sticky and muddy, excavation moved terrifically slowly. 
 Time did not allow for an additional shovel test to extend site boundaries, but some dark 
soils were visible in the surrounding area, suggesting that the site may have been wider than 
indicated. Further research should include testing where black soils occur, as this seems to be a 
strong indicator of late prehistoric site presence. There could be a more extensive historic site here 
that was not found during our limited investigation. 
 Pottery types could not be identified in the field due to the clay, but a large amount was 
collected of different styles and quite a few sherds were mendable into partial vessels. Since sherds 
from both the 0-10 cm and the 10-18 cm levels were fitting together to form partial pots, it made 
more sense to combine them in the lab than to keep them as separate contexts. 32 sherds were 
mended together to form a portion of a sand-tempered plain pot (Figures 264 and 265) with some 
roughening on the exterior. The vessel appears to have been bowl-shaped and had a diameter of 
approximately 24 cm. An additional 20 sand-tempered sherds may have been from the same vessel. 
Other sand-tempered plain body and rim sherds were from much thicker vessels (Figure 266) and 
some of these were recovered from just above the sterile clay level. 
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Figure 264. Sand-tempered plain vessel interior.       Figure 265. Exterior of vessel showing roughening. 
 
 
Figure 266. Thick sand tempered plain sherds from Shovel Test 131. 
 
A partial Trestle Point Shell Impressed vessel (Figures 267 and 268), formed from 11 
mended sherds, seems to have had an approximately 22 cm radius and straighter sides. Twelve more 
sherds of this type, decorated with the wavy edge of a scallop shell, were also recovered. Trestle 
Point Shell-Impressed is a rare type in generally, but is especially unusual as far south as the Silver 
River It is usually found in the Suwannee area of north Florida and in south Georgia. 
 Four Alachua Cob-Marked sherds (Figure 269) indicate the practice of maize agriculture 
somewhere, though not necessarily along the Silver River. One sherd appears to be fabric-impressed 
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(Figure 270), as suggested by the impression in a fresh piece of clay; it could be from the Alachua 
people or those farther north. 
    
Figure 267. Trestle Point Shell-Impressed pot fragment.   Figure 268. One Trestle Point sherd may be from a different pot. 
 
   
Figure 269. Alachua Cob-Marked sherds.  Figure 270. Possible fabric-impressed sherd. 
 
 Pottery with St. Johns paste (Figures 271) was recovered from the same shovel test, and a St. 
Johns Check-Stamped sherd (Figure 272) indicates that it is from the late St. Johns II prehistoric 
period. One limestone-tempered Pasco pottery sherd (Figure 273) was also recovered. The diversity 
of pottery types in this one single 50 cm2 shovel test is remarkable. 
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Figure 271. St. Johns Plain pottery.   Figure 272. St. Johns Check-Stamped sherd. 
 
 
Figure 273. Pasco limestone-tempered sherd. 
 
 A small triangular projectile point with serrated edges had a convex thinned base and a small 
amount of cortex on one face; it may be a Tampa point (Figures 274 and 275), but does not seem to 
be a classic example. Debitage, as well as some utilized flakes were also found. Faunal remains 
include fish vertebrae, turtle carapace fragments, deer teeth, and various unidentified bones, and 
shell. 
  
Figure 274. Possible Tampa point   Figure 275. Side of Tampa point with cortex. 
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 The Trifoliate Orange Ridge site exhibits a high density of artifacts, diversity of pottery 
including rare and non-local types, at least one finished lithic tool, and intact subsistence remains. 
There has been historic activity, as evidenced by the glass and concrete in the general vicinity and 
the presence of exotic fruit trees, but the site retains integrity. Preservation of this resource is vital, 
and it would be a strong candidate for further research on the late prehistoric occupation of the area. 
Table 33. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr3906. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST131, 0-18 cm  small triangular projectile 
point, prob Tampa point (or 
maybe Pinellas point) 
 1  1.3  isosceles triangle shape, serrated 
edges, convex base, small 
amount of cortex on one face 
ST131, 0-18 cm  secondary flakes  16  34.6  some thermally altered; at least 
one retouch flake 
ST131, 0-18 cm  secondary decort flakes  5  6.2   
ST131, 0-18 cm  primary decort flake  1  0.7   
ST131, 0-18 cm  block shatter  6  15.2   
ST131, 0-18 cm  turtle carapace frags  10  7.2   
ST131, 0-18 cm  fish vertebra  1  0.1   
ST131, 0-18 cm  unidentified bone frags  8  2.5   
ST131, 0-18 cm  shell frags, mostly bivalve  10  1.3   
ST131, 0-18 cm  Alachua Cob-Marked body 
sherds 
 4  40.5  6 before mending 
ST131, 0-18 cm  prob St. Johns Check-
Stamped body sherd 
 1  2.6   
ST131, 0-18 cm  St. Johns Plain body sherds  3  17.6   
ST131, 0-18 cm  limestone-tempered Pasco 
body sherd 
 1  2.5   
ST131, 0-18 cm  Trestle Point Shell-
Impressed body and rim 
sherds, some mendable to 
part of jar-shaped vessel with 
11 cm radius (22 cm 
diameter), slightly folded rim 
 14  98.1  12 unmended sherds (1 rim); 11 
mended sherds (3 rims, 8 body); 
1 additional rim, probably from 
a different vessel 
ST131, 0-18 cm  sand-tempered plain sherds, 
many mendable into a large 
bowl with some roughening 
on the exterior, approx. 12 
cm radius vessel (24 cm 
diameter) 
 21  374.2  32 mended sherds (5 rims, 27 
body; 318.2 g); 20 unmended 
sherds, most or all from same 
vessel (1 rim, 19 body) 
ST131, 0-18 cm  thick sand-tempered plain 
rim sherd 
 1  10.5  different vessel from 15-1.15 
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Table 33. (Continued) 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST131, 0-18 cm  thick sand-tempered plain 
body sherds, poss. basal 
sherds 
 2  24.3  different vessel from 15-1.15; 3 
before mending 
ST131, 0-18 cm  possible fabric-impressed 
body sherd 
 1  2.9   
ST131, 0-18 cm  unidentified fired clay 
fragments or sherd 
fragments 
 13  12.4   
ST131, 0-18 cm  charcoal    0.8   
ST131, 18-28 cm  secondary flakes  30  22.8   
ST131, 18-28 cm  secondary decort flakes  6  14.5   
ST131, 18-28 cm  primary decort flakes  6  3.9   
ST131, 18-28 cm  block shatter  7  4.5   
ST131, 18-28 cm  probable turtle carapace frags 4  1.2   
ST131, 18-28 cm  fish vertebrae  2  0.2   
ST131, 18-28 cm  tooth fragments (prob. deer)  2  0.9   
ST131, 18-28 cm  St. Johns pottery, prob plain  2  7.5   
ST131, 18-28 cm  sand-tempered plain sherd, 
very thick, black 
 1  24.4   
ST131, 18-28 cm  small fired clay pieces or 
sand-tempered plain 
sherdlets 
 8  5.8   
ST131, 18-28 cm  possible fossilized shell  2  1.4   
ST131, 18-28 cm  charcoal  1  <0.1   
ST131, 18-28 cm  poss. utilized flakes (minor 
use-wear on one edge) 
 2  11.0   
ST131, 28-31 cm  secondary flake  1  3.1   
ST131, 28-31 cm  sand-tempered sherd or fired 
clay 
 1  0.8   
ST131, 28-31 cm  bone fragments  6  1.0   
ST131, 28-31 cm  shells (small snails)  2  4.8   
ST131, 28-31 cm   poss. fossilized shell   2   1.7     
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River Trailhead Agricultural Complex, 8Mr3911: 
River Trailhead Artifact Scatter (8Mr3907); River Trailhead Cattle Dip Vat (8Mr3908); River 
Trailhead Trough (8Mr3909), and River Trailhead Vat (8Mr3910) 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: uplands adjacent to museum parking lot and River Trail. 
Area: approximately 60 m by 75 m (197 by 246 ft.). 
Elevation: 55 ft. (16.8 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: unknown; no shovel testing due to potential for arsenic contamination. 
Soils: Electra sand, 0-5% slopes. 
Present Ground Cover: hardwood and coniferous mixed forest, grassy clearings. 
Discovery Method: informant interview; surface collection, measurements, photography. 
Time Period: early-mid twentieth century. 
Integrity: moderate. 
Significance: low. 
Impacts: removal of historic structures, deterioration, likely arsenic contamination of soils. 
Recommendations: preservation; possibly soil remediation since cattle dip vat is close to 
pedestrian trails. 
Field Investigations (Current): 
 Near the River Trail, Summers showed me two historic structures (known to park staff) 
which have not been recorded, nor has the soil been remediated for possible arsenic content. There 
is a clearing where a building used to be present between the cattle dip vat and another vat of 
unknown function. An old concrete trough is discarded as well (Figure 276), but it was moved here 
from farther in the swamp, according to Summers. Modern or mid-twentieth-century historic trash 
372 
 
is strewn all over this area, including an abandoned file cabinet, an air conditioner, glass bottles and 
shards, ceramic sherds, wire, and other metal. Summers said that the Tracy family’s cabin used to be 
at the head of the River Trail, but in 1945 the family moved into the farmhouse that now sits on the 
edge of the Cracker Village reconstruction. The River Trailhead Agricultural Complex includes the 
three structures, and the surface artifact scatter (Figures 277 and 278). 
 
Figure 276. Concrete trough moved to location. 
 
 
Figure 277. Sketch of the River Trailhead Agricultural Complex layout. 
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Figure 278. River Trailhead Agricultural Complex (8Mr3911) map showing three structures (8Mr3908-8Mr3910); 
historic scatter (8Mr3907) extended to the west beyond the structures. 
 
 The River Trailhead Cattle Dip Vat (8Mr3908; Figures 279 and 280) is a typical example 
of its type. It is oriented north-south and is made of concrete. At the south end, there is a concrete 
walkway leading to the vat. The rectangular vat has a steep drop down about 60 cm where the cattle 
would fall into an arsenic bath designed to exterminate the deadly ticks infecting and decimating 
Florida’s cattle herds in the 1930s. The rectangular vat had a ramp leading out into a shallow drip vat 
measuring about 310 cm by 270 cm. There is modern trash (including an air conditioner) in the 
bottom of the long deep vat, and the shallower vat is covered with leaf litter, root mat, and moss. 
Underneath the root mat on the northwest corner of the vat, the date “May 1951” is carved into the 
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concrete (Figure 281), suggesting a date of construction. This vat is about 15 m south of the River 
Trail.  
 
Figure 279. Sketch of the River Trailhead Cattle Dip Vat (8Mr3908). 
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Figure 280. River Trailhead Cattle Dip Vat showing the ramp dropping off into the vat, facing northwest. 
 
 
Figure 281. May 1951 engraved into the drip vat of the River Trailhead Cattle Dip Vat. 
 
 The River Trailhead Trough (8Mr3909; Figures 282 and 283) is visible about 10 m away 
from the cattle dip vat as a mostly-buried concrete structure that looks older than the vat. It 
appeared to be approximately 8.85 m long, but probing with a trowel along the alignment showed 
that the north wall extended back for another three meters, a total length of 11.85 meters. This is a 
long rectangular structure measuring about 1.45 m by 11.85 m with the short end oriented north to 
south and the long end running east to west. At the northeast end was some barbed wire fencing 
that probably enclosed livestock. This long, low structure may have been a trough, but most of it is 
buried. The structure and dip vat were approximately perpendicular to one another. This layout was 
similar to the alignment of the structures at the Concrete Structure (Probable Dip Vat) site 
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(8Mr1925). It is notable that lithic debitage has been included in the concrete; this oddity was also 
noted at the Silver River State Park site (8Mr1921). 
 
Figure 282. Sketch of River Trailhead Trough (8Mr3909). 
 
 
Figure 283. River Trailhead Trough, facing south. 
 
 To the south of the River Trailhead Trough and the east of the River Trailhead Cattle Dip 
Vat, there was a cleared area where a small square structure stood. According to Summers’ notes, 
this was the former location of Tracy’s barn, which burned down in 1957. A collection of historic 
artifacts (Figure 284) lies on the surface, including several styles of broken pottery, wire, a metal 
strike plate from a door, and broken glass. There are also pieces of concrete foundation near this 
clearing. Only a few artifact examples were collected from the site, including two sherds from a 
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ceramic plate and a saucer with the same annular green-on-white pattern. This could mean that the 
former inhabitants possessed complete sets of the same pattern of dishes, a possible marker of 
relative wealth. The metal strike plate suggests that a structure with a door stood here. This scatter 
and the slightly larger area with surface artifacts make up the River Trailhead Artifact Scatter 
(8Mr3907). 
 
Figure 284. Historic artifacts collected from the clearing where a former structure stood. 
 
 A third structure (Figures 285 and 286), the River Trailhead Vat (8Mr3910), is located 
farther into the wooded area to the east of the clearing. This was a smaller vat measuring about 3.92 
m by 2.1 m, with the longer end running east to west. The western side of the vat is deeper and was 
holding a few inches of water. The vat sloped up towards the east end, and the eastern wall is only 
1.4 m long. On the northeast end, there is a ramp opening or spillway allowing access to the vat. On 
the bottom of the west wall is a drain pipe that would allow someone to empty (or fill) the vat. To 
the north of this structure, there was the upper portion (lip, rim, neck, and part of the body) of a 
one-gallon brown glass jug, possibly a bleach bottle. The River Trailhead Vat is about 27 or 28 
meters from the cattle dip vat. All these structures were related to agricultural and ranching facilities 
on the property. 
378 
 
 
Figure 285. Sketch of the River Trailhead Vat (8Mr3910). 
 
 
Figure 286. River Trailhead Vat, facing SSE. 
379 
 
Table 34. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr:3907. 
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
surface, clearing 
between structures 
 metal strike plate from door  1  9.2   
surface, clearing 
between structures 
 cream colored ceramic rim and 
basal sherd, likely a plate 
fragment 
 1  19.8  refined earthenware 
surface, clearing 
between structures 
 white refined earthenware with 
green annular bands, one thick 
outer band and one thin inner 
band, likely a plate or platter 
rim sherd 
 1  18.2   
surface, clearing 
between structures 
 white refined earthenware with 
green annular bands, one thick 
outer band and one thin inner 
band, likely half of a saucer, rim 
and basal sherd 
 1  40.8  two different size plates 
from same site suggests 
that a full pattern of 
dishes may have been 
present here 
surface near 
structure 3 
  lip (twist off), neck with ring 
handle, and part of body of 
brown glass jug, labeled "ONE 
GALLON," possible bleach or 
moonshine bottle 
  1   381.5     
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Little Palm Ridge Site, 8Mr3919 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 9. 
Physiography: along ridge south of Silver River and east of Marshall Swamp; a lower lying area 
runs to the east of the site. 
Area: unknown; only one shovel test had artifacts. Probably less than 400 m along ridge. 
Elevation: 40-45 ft. (12.2-13.7 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: 0-20 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clay; 20-30 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown sandy clay; 
30-51 cm 10 YR 5/4 yellowish brown clayey sand; 51-58 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown clayey sand. 
Soils: Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded; Paisley loamy fine sand. 
Present Ground Cover: hardwood and palm forest with silver oaks and palmettos, adjacent to 
cypress swamp. 
Discovery Method: located via surface collection and shovel testing. 
Time Period: Woodland and/or late prehistoric (Alachua). 
Integrity: moderate-high. 
Significance: moderate-high. 
Impacts: erosion; bioturbation; one potential looter hole found. 
Recommendations: avoid and preserve; additional testing to determine boundaries. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
The site (Figure 287) was identified while searching for the F67 site (8Mr1083) near the 
eastern edge of the area plotted as 8Mr1083 on the original map, a terrace running along the 
southern edge of the cypress backswamp of the Silver River. While hiking along the edge of the 
swamp the crew found a ridge with gopher tortoise burrows and some bone on the surface. This 
area also allowed for a view of the water, which was not the case along much of the ridge due to the 
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breadth of back-swamp surrounding the flowing river. Shovel Test 93 was excavated on a slight 
slope, but much more level than the steeper ridge edge (Figure 288), south of cypress swamp and 
surrounded by palms and oaks, including silver oaks. 
 
Figure 287. Map of Little Palm Ridge site (8Mr3919). 
 
 Pottery was present in the dark, rich clay topsoil less than 10 cm deep. The soil was almost 
entirely clay and would not pass through the screen, thus sorting through the clay by hand was slow 
work. In some cases, the orange color of the ceramics stained the surrounding black clay. No lithics, 
shell, or bone was found in the midden, although there was great deal of limestone, especially in 
deeper strata. After about the first 20-30 centimeters, the soil had more sand, limestone, and chalk, 
and crumbled more easily; it was culturally sterile at this point. There was also some charcoal, some 
of which was collected for its potential to provide a post quem date. The clay was barely penetrable 
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with the shovel, so after about 58 centimeters, the coring tool was used to excavate approximately 
30 centimeters deeper, but no more cultural material was encountered. At the base of the ridge near 
the swamp, a large and heavy worked piece of chert, a possible woodworking tool (Figure 289), was 
found on the surface. Its location at the edge of the river, surrounded by trees that would have been 
suitable for canoe making, supports this interpretation. 
  
Figure 288. Author at Little Palm Ridge site.  Figure 289. Possible limestone adze found at the base of the ridge. 
 
 Along the same ridge about 230 m west of Shovel Test 93, Shovel Test 130 was excavated to 
try to determine the site boundaries and recover additional data. At this time of the year (May), the 
southeastern portion of the park was extremely swampy with pools of standing water covering much 
of the land and even parts of trails. The area looked very different due to the large numbers of trees 
that fell over the summer storm season. Even most of the ridge had standing water or soils that were 
soft, squishy, and waterlogged, making it difficult to find anywhere suitable for shovel test 
excavation. Pedestrian surface inspection covered the ridge along the south bank of the Silver River 
between where the river intersects with the Marshall Swamp and the location finally chosen for 
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Shovel Test 130. The clay soil was hard, dense, and compact. The color and texture did not suggest 
human use; it lacked the rich, black, organic clay found other sites in Bluff sandy clay soils. Shovel 
Test 130 was only excavated to about 43 cm, so while there is some potential for deeply buried 
artifacts, it is small. Once the F67 site (8Mr1083) was identified through surface collection, Little 
Palm Ridge was recorded as a new site with the culturally-sterile area where Shovel Test 130 was 
excavated separating it from F67. 
 The artifact assemblage at Little Palm Ridge is fairly small, but includes possible woven 
fabric-impressed sand-tempered pottery sherds (Figure 290). Most of them are highly deteriorated, 
but the positive impression in fresh clay from the sherd with the least damaged surface appears to 
show woven fabric with warps and wefts having different thicknesses. Aside from pottery crumbs 
that are probably part of the same (Alachua?) fabric-impressed sherd, there was one indeterminate 
punctated sherd (Figure 291) in the assemblage. This site is unusual for the lack of lithic debitage; 
the ground stone tool, possibly an adze, was the only stone found at Little Palm Ridge. 
  
Figure 290. Possible Alachua fabric-impressed rim sherd.  Figure 291. Indeterminate punctated sherd. 
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Table 35. Materials recovered, Site 8Mr3919.  
Provenience   Contents   N.   Wt. (g)   Comments 
ST93, 0-88 cm 
(mostly upper 
20 cm) 
poss. woven fabric-
impressed sand-tempered 
sherds with highly eroded 
surfaces (Alachua fabric-
impressed?) 
 5  32.2  least deteriorated sherd, when 
viewed in positive impression on a 
fresh piece of clay, shows possible 
woven fabric with warps and wefts 
of different thicknesses 
ST93, 0-88 cm 
(mostly upper 
20 cm) 
indeterminate punctated 
sand-tempered sherd 
 1  4.1   
ST93, 0-88 cm 
(mostly upper 
20 cm) 
pottery crumbs  8  3.2  probably from same poss. fabric 
impressed vessel 
ST93, 0-88 cm 
(mostly upper 
20 cm) 
fired clay fragment, poss. 
daub 
 1  8.2   
ST93, 0-88 cm 
(mostly upper 
20 cm) 
charcoal  1  12.8   
surface  large limestone tool with 
steep flaking, probable 
woodworking tool 
 1  804.7  maybe used to build canoes, 
contains fossil shell inclusions 
surface   probable opossum pelvic 
bone, modern 
  1   4.4     
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Cypress Swamp Foundations, 8Mr3920 
Map Reference: USGS Quadrangle Ocala East, FL, 1991. 
Location: Township 15S, Range 23E, Section 8. 
Physiography: within Marshall Swamp, south of the Silver River. 
Area: 3 by 5 m (10 by 16 ft.). 
Elevation: about 39 ft. (12 m) above sea level. 
Stratigraphy: no shovel testing, but site is swampy. 
Soils: Bluff sandy clay, frequently flooded. 
Present Ground Cover: palm and cypress swamp. 
Discovery Method: pedestrian survey in area indicated by informant records. 
Time Period: historic nineteenth or twentieth century. 
Integrity: moderate. 
Significance: probably low. 
Impacts: structure does not appear to be intact, trees are growing around it. 
Recommendations: preserve and avoid; further research is needed to determine significance. 
Field Investigation(s) (Previous): 
 Summers identified, photographed, and noted the location of the structure in the park 
record book, but it had not been submitted to the FMSF. 
Field Investigation(s) (Current): 
The structure (Figures 292-295) that Summers had photographed was within a cypress 
swamp. Swamp land extended northeast from the structure, but a higher area of hardwood forest 
(palms, palmettos, oaks) was adjacent to the southwest. The structure consisted of two concrete 
foundations measuring 30 cm wide, 272 cm long, and 62 cm tall. These were made of four poured 
concrete slabs stacked on top of one another. Across the top were three metal rails. The outer two 
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rails ran straight across, extending between 41 cm past the concrete toward high ground and 32 cm 
past the concrete on the swamp side. The southeastern-most rail hung down the lowest. The center 
one curved to the south and was made of a narrow gauge railroad rail. A palm tree and a cypress tree 
were both growing into this structure. No surface artifacts were found near the structure or on 
higher ground nearby. According to Summers, the structure was the start of a corduroy road over 
the swamp to access Dumas Landing, which is on the nearby privately owned outparcel. Dumas 
Landing was a steamship landing where cane, lumber, tobacco, cane, oranges, and/or cattle could be 
loaded for export and various goods could be delivered. 
 
Figure 292. Map of Cypress Swamp Foundations (new structure).  
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Figure 293. Looking northwest at structure. 
 
 
Figure 294. Structure on landward side. 
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Figure 295. Sketch of Cypress Swamp Foundations (8Mr3920). 
 
A rusted out bucket, a pull-top Schlitz beer can, a Ta-Ka Chocolate (pronounced Take-Uh) 
bottle and a case bottle, probably for whiskey, were seen (but not collected) in the forest or along 
trails during the search for the structure, but they are not close to it and are probably unassociated. 
The structure could be related to the nearby Silver River State Park site (8Mr1921).  
Materials Recovered (Current Investigation): No collections. 
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IX. PULLING IT ALL TOGETHER: LANDSCAPE HISTORY OF THE PARK, 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Theoretical Applications for Resource Management 
 Persistent places, site-based versus landscape scale analyses, and historical ecology 
frameworks are not merely theoretical models and ideas, but also useful concepts for resource 
management. Through persistent occupation, abandonment, and reoccupation through time, people 
leave their marks on landscapes and thereby shape future occupations. At the same time, the 
dynamic environment undergoes changes incited by human action as well as those caused by wider 
climatic and other natural transformations. In this way, spaces are converted to places (Knapp and 
Ashmore 1999:2); with enough time depth, they may become persistent places. Through integrated 
landscape and site based investigation, and interpretation based on historical ecology concepts and 
theories, archaeologists can learn more about the structure of human societies, the dialectical 
human-environment relationship, and possibly even the meanings associated with place. Additional 
middle range theory building is needed to link persistent place concepts with theory. Furthermore, 
we seek to understand better how our actions impact the places we exploit and inhabit. This is both 
one of the more crucial fields of study at this time in global history, but also critical on the scale of 
the local contested landscape. 
Increased understanding of the relationship between humans and their environments, and 
the ways they each enable and constrain one another, each exerting agency and creating structure, 
should be applied in order to increase our ability to manage environmental and cultural resources. If 
we can recognize long term processes and impacts that may have left signatures in persistent places, 
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we should be able to increase our stewardship, even while recognizing that even the best informed 
human action also results in unintended consequences. 
Marquardt’s work is not merely oriented toward archaeological research, but also toward 
public education and both environmental and cultural resource stewardship although, again, he 
questioned the distinction between the two (Marquardt 1994). He began education and promotion 
programs as a strategy to attract funding and volunteers for an archaeological project, but eventually 
expanded it into a full citizen advocacy and public outreach program (Marquardt 1994). While 
Marquardt does not specifically identify the Calusa sites he investigates as persistent places, the type 
of community identification with place and history that he helped engender would be just as 
applicable to persistent places, especially those with aesthetic attraction such as Silver Springs.  
Balée (2006) addressed the issue of environmental management informed by historical 
ecology perspectives; he referred to restorative ecological work as “applied historical ecology” (Balée 
2006:90-91). Because research in historical ecology involves multidisciplinary efforts to trace long-
term changes of humans and the environment, it allows researchers to provide a more informed 
referent to past conditions that does not leave humans and their histories out of the equation. 
Winterhalder (1994) argued that adaptive management is a more effective strategy than other 
management strategies for several reasons. It takes into account the role of ecological history of an 
area, it allows for the inabilities of humans to predict accurately all the impacts of our actions on the 
environment, and it is centered on ideas of resilience and change instead of stability (Winterhalder 
1994:40). Adaptive management recognizes that ecological systems are “systemic, historical, spatial, 
and nonlinear” and is also rooted in recognizing current conditions and changes rather than 
attempting to predict future ones with too much certainty (Winterhalder 1994:37-40). In his view, 
we should not try to manage the environment in order to force stability, which is likely a false ideal, 
but rather “manage for the recurrence of desirable states” (Winterhalder 1994:39). 
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From a cultural resource management standpoint, landscape approaches embody a 
completely different paradigm from the norm of identifying and preserving isolated significant sites. 
The FMSF allows for recording cultural landscapes with the Resource Group Form, but this form is 
geared more towards building districts than archaeological ones. Also, by their very nature, persistent 
places do not have hard and fast boundaries. However, the Silver Springs State Park is a useful test 
case, not only to investigate the nature of persistent places, but also to think about management 
strategies in an area that is already under state ownership and protection. 
In cases where it is relevant, employing the concept of traditional cultural landscapes as a 
rationale for preservation could be effective. Much like an archaeological/cultural landscape, it is 
notoriously difficult to determine boundaries for a traditional cultural property (Parker and King 
1990:19-20). Additionally, the area must have continued relevance to a living community and retain 
integrity; both of these are evaluated mostly on the terms of the community itself (Parker and King 
1990:1, 8-12). As Redman (1999) discussed, Europeans and their diseases wiped out an enormous 
percentage of the American Indian population after initial contact, especially in Florida. The 
discontinuity created by such a dramatic demographic shift would impact even persistent places and 
the cultural practices that would allow them to be characterized as a traditional cultural property. 
While the concept does correlate well with the idea of a cultural landscape, from a management 
perspective there are significant difficulties in operationalizing it. 
Although the unique natural clear spring environment is the most obvious reason for Silver 
Springs’ status as a persistent place, it could fall under all three of Schlanger’s types of persistent 
places. Ritual, spirituality, cosmology, or aesthetics could also contribute to its persistence. Many 
persistent places are situated in transitional areas and may embody the quality of liminality, usually 
associated with ritual (Turner 1969:95). Liminal places and states of being exist outside of structure 
and are transitional as well as transformative (Turner 1969:94-97). If Silver Springs is not only a 
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persistent space, a backdrop for human activity, but truly a meaningful persistent place, it may be so 
because of its liminality (Turner 1969; Knapp and Ashmore 1999:2). The qualities of persistent 
places may be difficult to generalize about too thoroughly since they are historically contingent. 
There is a good possibility that different qualities would be attractive enough to different people to 
lead them to persist in returning to a location. The particular challenges of their environments, 
relative scarcities of various resources, or even personal preferences could lead to a wide variety of 
places achieving persistence. 
Because a great deal of the previous work with landscapes in general and with persistent 
places specifically, has been attempted in dry environments, application of the concept to a spring 
and river watershed in tropical Florida presents anomalies that simply do not apply. One obvious 
bias is that, while surface sites are present, preservation and site formation conditions are very 
different than in a drier area, as is the ease of identifying isolated surface artifacts in areas of dense 
vegetative cover. Still, Silver Springs and its watershed are known to have very large and disparate 
sites of indeterminate ages, which is conducive to a landscape approach. 
Landscape History 
 Silver Springs has been persistently visited for the known extent of human occupation of 
Florida. To begin to explore how land use has continued and changed through the millennia, maps 
showing the sites with evidence suggesting components from each period are presented below. 
These are imperfect, since the majority of the artifacts found within the park are not temporally 
diagnostic. However, diagnostic artifacts have been found at many sites within the park and in 
others, factors such as deeply buried lithics suggest early occupation. Without radiocarbon dates, 
these maps and discussion must be considered preliminary. Another potential issue is that the 
location of each artifact is not plotted, so while only a few diagnostics may have been found, an 
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entire site appears on the map when a diagnostic artifact for a time period has been recovered there. 
Further intensive investigation of individual sites may help elucidate the picture. 
 Silver Springs itself is a natural monument that attracted people since the Paleo-Indian era 
(Figure 296) and continues to do so today. The submerged Silver Springs (8Mr59) cavern site, the 
Guest Mammoth site (Mr130), and the Paradise Park site (8Mr92) each have a clear Paleo-Indian 
component while single Paleo-Indian points have been reported at the other sites. The first people 
to arrive, Paleo-Indians would have experienced the springs entirely differently from later 
populations since the cavern and ledge from which the headspring flows would have been 
submerged during succeeding eras. Artifacts from all periods could be expected within the 
headspring area, but the Paleo-Indians were the only ones who may have used the cavern and ledge 
area as a habitation space. Underwater artifacts from other eras could be intentional or accidental 
discards. 
 Unlike a monument such as a mountain or mound, visible from distant parts of the 
landscape, Silver Springs is a landmark with a downward focus into deep clear waters. During the 
Paleo-Indian period, as suggested by the Oasis Hypothesis, much of Florida was arid. A persistently 
reliable source of fresh, flowing drinking water in the central part of the state would have been a 
crucial resource. Water is life-giving, and it is not a far stretch to believe that its vitality, continual 
renewal, and sheer beauty would have come to take on deeper meaning, and probably spiritual 
connotations. The knowledge of a place that could always provide for a population, even during 
times of drought, and also would have abundant animal and plant resources, must have been passed 
down through generations. A site like this may have remained in the collective memory for a long 
time, changing in meaning as time went on. 
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Figure 296. Paleo-Indian sites within the park. 
 
 The Guest Mammoth site (8Mr130) suggests that the headsprings may not have been the 
only water source during the Paleo-Indian period. More research is needed to determine if the Guest 
Mammoth site location was merely another pond or whether Silver Springs was already flowing at a 
sufficient rate to create the Silver River. During the excavation here, there was evidence of another 
stream crossing, suggesting that more rivers may have run through the landscape at one time. This 
site, like the headsprings, shows human manipulation of megafaunal skeletal remains. The 
Carmichael Ridge site (Mr3902) and the Mystery Snail Midden site (8Mr3266) are directly north and 
south of the Guest Mammoth site, respectively. While no Paleo-Indian component has been found 
at either site, if the kill site was situated at a river crossing for megafauna, there could be evidence of 
Paleo-Indian activity at either side of the river. 
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 The Paradise Park site (8Mr92) is a rare terrestrial Paleo-Indian site; this component is 
approximately 2.5 m deep. The site was situated on a natural rise above the headsprings and run. 
Archaeological investigation at the survey level rarely reaches depths of over 2 meters, so there is 
potential for more Paleo-Indian sites to be present than have been identified. However, the water 
table is well above that depth in most areas of the park, and in many, so is the limestone substrate. 
 Early Archaic sites (Figure 297) tend to occur in similar locations as Paleo-Indian sites, and 
both the Paradise Park site (8Mr92) and the Cactus Flower site (8Mr1878) contained both 
components. The stratified Paradise Park site retained occupation from the Paleo-Indian period 
through the Middle Woodland, possibly as many as 13,000 years. The loss of most, if not all of this 
site through sand borrow activities is regrettable. In addition to these sites, Bolen points were found 
at the Sharps Ferry Office site (8Mr2402). This site is rather distant from the springs and the Silver 
River, but had a fairly large assemblage of Early, Middle, and Late Archaic lithic artifacts. The 
portion of the site within the park had lithic debitage, but no additional projectile points. This site 
may represent expansion by Early Archaic people into other areas. Perhaps by this time Marshall 
Swamp could have been used as a water source. Early Archaic sites could be present in 
uninvestigated areas. Summers said that Bolen points have been found south of the Silver River not 
far from its confluence with the Oklawaha. 
 During the Middle Archaic period (Figure 298), there seems to have been a great increase in 
population, although as noted, a large site on a map could only signify that a single diagnostic point 
from the period was in the assemblage. The Middle Archaic presence at the large combined site 
(8Mr83/93/1920/2195) is little more than speculation based on very deeply buried lithic artifacts 
such as the bifacial tool found at over 170 cm deep near the Oak Hammock (8Mr1920) and 
Boardwalk (8Mr2195) areas. Much of the lithic debitage could be from either earlier or later 
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components but it seemed likely that occupation spread into this area at a similar time as it spread 
across the northern bank of Silver Springs. 
 
Figure 297. Early Archaic sites within the park. 
 
 Generic “stemmed” points were reported at many sites (8Mr53, 8Mr532, 8Mr1083, and 
8Mr2402), suggesting a Middle Archaic component. A Hillsborough point was found at the Franklin 
15 site (8Mr1082) and a Newnan at the Cactus Flower site (8Mr1878), providing clear evidence of 
the Middle Archaic on the north bank of Silver Springs. A Newnan point is also listed for the Ishti 
Semoli site (8Mr2703), indicating the first known occupation of this site, which is not immediately 
adjacent to the Silver River. 
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Figure 298. Possible Middle Archaic sites within the park. 
 
 Sites with Late Archaic components (Figure 299) become easier to pinpoint because of the 
introduction of fiber-tempered pottery. Previous surveys have identified Orange pottery at many 
sites (8Mr92, 8Mr532, 8Mr1082, 8Mr1083, 8Mr1878, 8Mr2703, and at the large combined 
8Mr83/93/1920/2195. In particular, the Cactus Flower (8Mr1878) and Oak Hammock (8Mr1920) 
sites seem to have had the most Orange pottery; oddly, no fiber-tempered pottery was found during 
this survey. 
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Figure 299. Late Archaic sites within the park. 
 
 Marion, Levy, Hernando, Culbreath, and Lafayette points also represented the Late Archaic 
period. A Lafayette point was found at Sharps Ferry Office site (8Mr2402), and the Late Archaic 
seems to have been the last prehistoric occupation of that area. Another Lafayette point was found 
at the Ishti Semoli site (8Mr2703) during the current survey. The Franklin 15 (8Mr1082) and Cactus 
Flower (8Mr1878) sites on the north bank had the largest numbers of points from the Late Archaic. 
Sites like the Silver River #2 (8Mr532) and Silver River Run Midden/Silver River #3 (8Mr53) seem 
to have been first occupied during the Archaic periods. It is possible that Archaic activity and debris 
built up these areas, making them a focus for Woodland and later occupation. The flintknapping 
debitage left by Archaic occupants could also have served the purpose of refocusing site habitation 
where waste could be recycled and reused in the form of expedient flake tools or reshaped points or 
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tools. The locations of sites 8Mr53 and 8Mr532 are somewhat unusual and suggest environmental 
change. Rather than being located directly along the Silver River, they are each over 150 m away 
from the river’s current alignment. It is possible that either the Silver River has changed course or 
that a relict stream or meander ran past the locations of 8Mr53, 8Mr532, and probably on to the 
Knobby site (8Mr3904), a Woodland period site falling along this same trajectory. 
 It is not always easy to place sites securely within the Woodland period because of the 
ubiquity of the St. Johns Plain and sand-tempered plain pottery types that continue to be produced 
from around 500 BC through European contact. In most cases, the presence of check-stamped 
pottery signals the advent of late prehistoric cultures in Florida. Their absence, however, cannot 
confirm an earlier Woodland affiliation. Therefore, some of the sites placed on the Woodland map 
(Figure 300) are speculative. Certain sites have yielded diagnostics that are clearly from the earlier 
Woodland periods, such as St. Johns Incised and some Weeden Island types. 
 This time period is also the first in which it becomes clear that there is not one pervasive 
pottery paste dominating the ceramic assemblages at the park. St. Johns chalky sponge-spicule-
tempered pottery is abundant, but sand-tempering is equally so. Pasco limestone or limestone-and-
grog tempered pottery is generally found to a lesser extent, but they are not rare. Prevalence of these 
types are discussed as an observation and suggested as a further research avenue since sampling 
strategy and sample size does not allow for fully addressing this issue in the current study. 
 The Paradise Park stratified site (8Mr92) seems to have been occupied for the final time 
during the Woodland period. Deptford pottery, the Weeden Island type Little Manatee Complicated 
Stamped, and Dunn’s Creek Red (St. Johns paste) were found in the upper levels of this site, 
although the ceramic component was found as deeply buried as one meter. Whether this site was 
occupied continually from Paleo-Indian through Woodland times or simply reoccupied multiple 
times over the centuries, its time depth is impressive. 
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Figure 300. Woodland sites within the park. 
 
 The Middle Woodland people added to the natural monumental landscape through the 
construction of sand burial mounds such as the Mound Near Silver Springs (8Mr33). The mound in 
its current condition does not convey the sense of a monument, but historic sand borrow activities 
within the park have been extensive, and Moore himself destroyed large portions of the mounds he 
excavated. However, its presence on the landscape may have had an influence on the settlement 
choices of later inhabitants. Exotic artifacts such as the copper beads and shark’s tooth found by 
Moore and the mica Summers noticed could illuminate Silver Springs’ place in the Middle Woodland 
trade networks and interaction sphere. While the mound has been defined as having a St. Johns Ia 
and Ib cultural/temporal affiliation, no pottery with St. Johns paste has been recovered there; 
instead, sand-tempered Weeden Island-style or plain ceramics have been found. 
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 St. Johns Incised ceramics which are common during the earliest St. Johns I period were 
recovered at several sites during this and previous surveys. A partial vessel was found eroding out of 
the bank near the Guest Mammoth site (8Mr130), an incised sherd on the surface of F67 (8Mr1083), 
and a few examples came from the Hardy Croom site (8Mr3903). Most of the ceramic assemblage 
from the Hardy Croom site was part of the donated collection and not found during our survey, 
including an interesting minority St. Johns type, Oklawaha Incised. Another unusual ceramic find 
from this time period is the Weeden Island ceramic sherd found at the Ishti Semoli site (8Mr2703), 
catalogued as a Cades Pond variety. Considering the amount of pottery recovered during all 
archaeological studies at the park, there seems to be a high representation of minority types.  
 The Late Prehistoric era shows the greatest proliferation of sites across the park (Figure 
301). Though canoes certainly were used during all time periods since at least the Archaic, the one 
found within the Silver River dates to the late prehistoric (8Mr3173). The Silver River connects to 
the Oklawaha and then to the St. Johns, allowing a navigable riverine route from northeast and 
north central Florida to access the Silver Springs area. 
 More sites with diagnostic artifacts dating to this time have been found along the north and 
south banks of the Silver River farther away from the headspring itself. Late prehistoric types have 
been found at midden sites in an arcing alignment from the westernmost, 8Mr53, where an Alachua 
Net-Impressed sherd was recovered, through the Trifoliate Orange Site (8Mr3906), which yielded 
Trestle Point Shell-Impressed, St. Johns Check-Stamped, and Alachua Cob-Marked sherds as well as 
a large portion of a probable Alachua plain vessel. Along this arc are sites 8Mr532 with Alachua 
Cob-Marked pottery, Knobby site (8Mr3904) with grog-and-limestone-tempered (Pasco) pottery, 
F67 (8Mr1083) with St. Johns Check-Stamped, Lochloosa Punctate, Alachua Cob-Marked, and 
probable fabric-impressed sherds, and Little Palm Ridge (8Mr3919), which had Alachua Fabric-
Impressed ceramics. The location of sites 8Mr53, 8Mr532, and 8Mr3904 suggest a previous river 
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alignment which has now become a bluff over a cypress wetland, although the swampy nature of the 
area is not adequately depicted on maps. These higher areas may also have been site location foci 
during the rainy season of summer and early fall when flooding encompasses a large portion of the 
park. Perhaps these bluffs would have provided a (rather conscripted) area of refuge during flood 
episodes across the park assuming, of course, that those conditions occurred during this time period. 
They may have been exacerbated by the extent of impervious area from modern development. 
 
Figure 301. Late prehistoric sites within the park. 
 
  Cactus Flower (8Mr1878) is the most intensively studied site from this time period and its 
late prehistoric assemblage includes St. Johns Check-Stamped, Lochloosa Punctate (some with a 
secondary check-stamped treatment), Alachua Cob Marked, Alachua Net-Impressed, Prairie Cord-
Marked, Prairie Fabric-Impressed, and some Pasco sherds. This was the first site where the 
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phenomenon of a high diversity of geographically diagnostic sherds was identified. Although our 
investigation only found non-diagnostic lithic artifacts here, we found that the trend of diverse 
ceramics holds true for other of the park’s sites. 
 Pasco Cord-Marked sherds were found within the Silver Springs headsprings (8Mr59) and 
sherds with Pasco paste were recovered at a number of other sites with late prehistoric diagnostics 
although they were not the predominate type. Franklin 15 (8Mr1082) yielded Pasco series pottery in 
addition to both St. Johns Check-Stamped and grog-tempered sherds. The Silver River Sink Site 
(8Mr3905) had St. Johns Check-Stamped ceramics and grog-tempered pottery that was likely 
limestone-tempered as well (holes are in the paste); the Ishti Semoli site (8Mr2703) had a similar 
mix. At the large combined 8Mr83/93/1920/2195 site, Alachua Cob-Marked sherds, St. Johns 
Check-Stamped sherds, as well as plain varieties were found and did not exhibit patterning that 
might suggest separation based on pottery type. Sites like Carmichael Ridge (8Mr3902) and Hardy 
Croom (8Mr3903) parallel their counterparts on the south bank with both St. Johns Check-Stamped 
and Alachua Cob-Marked pottery occurring at each, sometimes with grog-tempering as well. While 
the soils within the park are not considered to be ideal for agriculture, cob-marked pottery was 
frequently recovered. This suggests that maize was part of life for the people at Silver Springs, but 
whether it was grown in the area, brought to the site for trade, used to decorate pots without being a 
key contributor to diet, or used to decorate pots that moved in from elsewhere is unknown. 
 In addition to the ceramic types, small triangular projectile points were recovered at many 
sites. Previous collection at 8Mr83 included a Tampa point, and one was found at the Trifoliate 
Orange Ridge site (8Mr3906) as well. An Ichetucknee point came from the Cactus Flower site 
(8Mr1878), and Pinellas points were found at the Cactus Flower (8Mr1878), Franklin 15 (8Mr1082), 
and Silver River Sink (8Mr3905) sites. These small points tipped arrows, suggesting that late 
prehistoric people were probably hunting deer and other animals in the forests around Silver 
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Springs. Mammal and turtle bone are found in ceramic assemblages, but in depth studies to 
determine species have not been undertaken. Another frequent find within the park were 
microtools, such as a finely flaked drill or awl fragment from the Hardy Croom site (8Mr3903), a 
delicate unifacial microtool from Cactus Flower (8Mr1878), and many finds from excavations at 
Paradise Park (8Mr92). Utilized or retouched flakes were recovered at most sites, possible 
spokeshaves, scrapers, and perforators are suggested uses. One explanation for the proliferation of 
microtools is that, with chert unavailable at the site, its status as a persistent place with centuries 
worth of lithic debitage may have encouraged recycling and reuse of flakes. Late prehistoric people 
were already accustomed to working lithics into small arrow points, so microtools may be another 
natural part of the industry. Microtool presence is suggested as a possible indicator of persistence for 
the above reasons. 
 The Trifoliate Orange Ridge site (8Mr3906) seems to be one of the most intact and dense 
late prehistoric sites investigated in this survey. Tentatively, I believe that it may be eligible for 
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places, although that is hard to defend based on a single 
shovel test. Suwannee Valley, Alachua, Pasco, and St. Johns pottery diagnostic pottery types are all 
found here, and it is probably a single-component site. Therefore, I wish to use it to illuminate 
several points relevant to the study of late prehistoric components at Silver Springs, which have 
been understudied at the park. 
 First, late prehistoric sites along the Silver River tend to occur where there are black soils on 
the surface. This is probably from decay of organic matter and food garbage. The sticky black clays 
have been present at many, albeit not all, of these types of sites. Essentially, black soils are a strong 
indicator of site presence, but their absence does not necessarily mean the area was uninhabited. 
This only applies to the parts of the park with clayey soils (Bluff sandy clay), but it could be used 
during future surveys along the river to decide where to test judgmentally to find more sites. 
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 Second, late prehistoric sites like this one often contain bone and shell remains, unlike sites 
with earlier components. These seem to preserve better in the clayey soils than they do in the sandy 
ones. However, there is some possibility that not all the faunal remains at these sites are 
archaeological; for example, at the Hardy Croom site, historic materials are mixed and seemingly 
inseparable from prehistoric in the single shovel test excavated there. Faunal studies might be used 
to determine when these late prehistoric sites were inhabited seasonally, as well as inform upon diet. 
The current sample is too small to suggest anything along the lines of feasting activities, but if 
hypotheses about site use are correct, such finds would support them. 
 Third, multiple types of pottery, including rare decorated types and non-local types are 
found at the same sites and in the same contexts, and nowhere is this more apparent than at the 
Trifoliate Orange Ridge site. Several explanations are suggested for an assemblage with a Suwannee 
Valley vessel type from north Florida and south Georgia, a Pasco sherd from the coastal Weeden 
Island area, Alachua varieties from north-central Florida, and St. Johns ceramics from east Florida 
and the St. Johns-Oklawaha River valley occurring within only approximately 30 cm of depth in a 50 
cm2 shovel test (and for other such tests at sites across the park). 
 Silver Springs could have been a centrally located meeting place where disparate and 
geographically dispersed cultural groups congregated to interact. Interactions could be for trading 
purposes, where groups could have easily transported goods via canoe to the site and camped along 
the banks of the Silver River. There could also have been a social, spiritual, or religious impetus for 
different groups to make the pilgrimage to Silver Springs’ waters, particularly if the landmark did 
hold a persistent place in cultural memory for many people. Since varied forms of pastes have been 
found dating to at least the Early to Middle Woodland at Silver Springs, the voyage could have even 
more antiquity than a practice developed during the late prehistoric epoch. Perhaps further analyses 
could support the idea of an even deeper tradition such as this. Many of the ceramics are decorated, 
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and several rare types appear, suggesting that the pottery people chose to bring with them may have 
signified a sacred or even political role rather than a mere utilitarian function. Since Silver Springs 
seems (surprisingly) to have existed along the hinterlands of multiple groups recognized 
archaeologically and historically, rather than the heartland of any one, it may have been a neutral 
zone of sorts. The Seminole seem to have used it as a meeting area to discuss strategy and make key 
decisions as a group. While they are not the descendants of the prehistoric Florida Indians, it is 
possible that they had some similar ideas about the springs. 
 Trade interaction of a different sort could also explain the appearance of varied pottery. The 
ceramics may have been transported from multiple areas to Silver Springs via the riverine highways 
of the St. Johns, Oklawaha, and Silver Rivers. Alternatively, the interaction that clearly took place in 
some form may have lead locals to manufacture copies of types from these different locales. Further 
research to determine what the nature of this interaction could have been is needed. The Trifoliate 
Orange site seems to be a viable candidate for such studies, preferably combined with other nearby 
sites to form a fuller picture. More detailed suggestions follow the remainder of the landscape 
history discussion. 
 There are currently no data from the park to explain the cultural landscape of the area during 
and after the upheaval of the Timucua via the impacts of Spanish, English, French, and later 
American colonial powers. There is only sparse information about the Seminole (Figure 302) from 
the archaeological record; most of our knowledge comes from biased historical documents. The 
Ishti Semoli site (8Mr2703) had a sparse Chattahoochee Brushed collection and Seminole pottery 
was also found at the headsprings (8Mr59). Other FMSF forms have listed “Seminole” as a 
component, but without any description of diagnostics, so these sites were not included in the map.  
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Figure 302. Seminole sites within the park. 
 
 Arpeika, also known as Sam Jones the fisherman, was said to have lived at Silver Springs 
prior to the construction of Fort King (Martin 1966:81; Monroe 2008:2). He sold fish to soldiers 
when Fort King was newly-built, and was a signatory of the Payne’s Landing treaty. Recognizing the 
US Army’s violations of the treaties, Arpeika became a strong leader in the resistance movement as a 
military strategist, warrior, and chief. He helped free Micanopy and other chiefs from US Army 
custody and nearly defeated a force led by Colonel Zachary Taylor at a battle on Christmas Day, 
1837, near Lake Okeechobee. Arpeika was one of the few Seminoles who fled to south Florida, 
never submitting to western emigration (Martin 1966:81-84). 
 A few sites stand out from the nineteenth century (Figure 303). The Marshall Plantation 
(8Mr3214) on the southeastern side of the park is a particularly significant site for its role in African-
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American history, the Civil War, and agriculture and industry. The Canoe Launch site (8Mr1922) 
with evidence of Thomas Jefferson Pasteur’s home is another important nineteenth century site. 
Early ceramics have been found at the Ishti Semoli site (8Mr2703), and it seems likely that artifacts 
could have been discarded along the historic military roads. The Silver Springs Hotel and RR site 
(8MR3855) retains evidence of turn of the century changes in transportation and early tourism to the 
area. 
 
Figure 303. Nineteenth century sites within the park. 
 
 In particular, the Marshall Plantation would be a good candidate for further research. 
However, it is first imperative that steps be taken to prevent further damage by hogs, which have 
already disturbed a great deal of the ground surface. Clearing vegetation would be the second step in 
order to make it easier to locate all structural remains and any surface artifacts. Topography in the 
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area includes much low-lying, swampy land that would not be suitable for habitation. These 
conditions could help archaeologists narrow down potential locations where slave quarters might 
have been located. Since this does not seem to have been a residence for the proprietors, a large 
plantation house would not be expected. Instead, this seems to be mainly an industrial site. The 
question remains about whether or not Elizabeth DeBruhl Marshall ever lived at or near the 
property. Furthermore, the plantation layout is yet to be determined with any certainty. 
 During the twentieth century (Figure 304), tourism boomed along Silver Springs, both at the 
headsprings and downriver on the south bank where Paradise Park was established. In addition to 
the recreational sites, quite a few agricultural elements have been identified here. It is possible, albeit 
unlikely, that some may be as old as the nineteenth century. The cattle dip vat and other concrete 
structures near the old Tracy barn (8Mr3911), the industrial Silver River State Park site on the south 
bank (8Mr1921), and the possible cattle spray vat (8Mr1925) are examples. 
 With the Paradise Park site (8Mr3746), Silver Springs State Park has an important and rare 
opportunity to educate the public and interpret aspects of African-American history. There are other 
segregated beaches in Florida, but most of them have since been redeveloped as oceanfront 
condominiums and hotels. The buildings at Paradise Park have been razed and there has been 
alteration of the landscape, but it still retains more integrity as a site than most of its type. Also, as 
the only African-American segregated facility at a roadside attraction in Florida, it is, in fact, unique. 
Furthermore, recent excellent historical scholarship at the park by Lu Vickers and Cynthia Wilson-
Graham (2015) has provided contextual information never before published. 
 The site is a strong candidate for an interpretive exhibit. Since it has significance as a tourist 
destination, retaining that function through restoration should not impact its integrity in the National 
Register criteria of feeling, setting, location, and association, although workmanship, design, and 
materials have been largely compromised. The site should be subjected to systematic collection and 
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documentation. After the investigation, an interpretive exhibit and visitor amenities such as docks 
and swimming, picnicking, and concessions facilities at Paradise Park would be a wonderful addition 
to Silver Springs. 
 
Figure 304. Twentieth century sites within the park.  
 
 Segregation was an ugly time in America, but whitewashing the past doesn’t clean it up; it 
simply obscures color. An exhibit would recognize the importance of this resort to the local Ocala 
area African-American community and the legacy of Eddie Vereen, among others. It can also 
educate the public who did not live through this time, or who were sheltered from experiencing it, 
about the dangers and difficulty of traveling or even enjoying a picnic by the water for black people 
during segregation. Those who once patronized Paradise Park often expressed sadness that it was 
closed rather than truly integrated (Vickers and Wilson-Graham 2015). African-Americans have 
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been central to the story of Silver Springs since before American acquisition, and their part of the 
story deserves to be more visible. Community input, incorporation of historical research, and 
archaeological analysis of the remains could provide the elements for multivocal interpretations that 
honor and respect the past while challenging contemporary visitors. This is obviously a demanding 
goal in the volatile racial and political climate of 2016 America, but this makes it the project an even 
more worthwhile endeavor. 
Additional Research and Recommendations 
 One important avenue of research that was beyond the scope of this project is incorporating 
all the archaeological materials curated and inventoried by the Silver River Museum and Education 
Center into the site discussions. The large amount of data in this collection will contribute to 
interpretation of many sites in the park. Many of the artifacts were donated by local avocational 
divers and collectors, and materials were probably found during professional investigations as well. 
If any materials are not yet inventoried and catalogued (although according to Scott Mitchell, this is 
not the case), it should be considered a priority to be completed before any more excavation at sites 
in the park. A complete artifact inventory, along with this thesis and report, the information 
contained in the expected final report from the O’Donoughue and Sassaman 2013 survey, and the 
forthcoming monitoring report by Boyer will provide a baseline for future research.  
 Despite efforts to investigate as many areas of the parkland as possible, there were areas that 
have archaeological potential, which we simply did not have time, resources, or access to survey. The 
north and south banks of the Silver River where soils are sandy was shown to have a variable density 
of artifacts. However, these sites have still not been well-delineated. It is expected that more testing 
along these banks would lead to further artifact recovery. There is also not likely to be a break 
between the Oak Hammock (8Mr1920) sector of the large combined site and the Ishti Semoli site 
(8Mr2703) to the south. The Ishti Semoli site may in fact extend to the west as well, maybe all the 
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way to the Silver River Sink site (8Mr3905). On the western side of the park, pine flatwoods seem to 
be the least likely vegetative communities to support archaeological sites. 
 On the clayey eastern side of the park, there are probably additional small sites on both 
banks of the Silver River. The Oklawaha River has less of a bank and more of an expansive swamp. 
Summers intimated that remains associated with the Param Moody homestead and an orange 
production site are within park boundaries. He also spoke about a midden not far from our Shovel 
Test 135 that was used for fill in the past. As discussed above, for the prehistoric sites on this side of 
the park, a strong indicator of site presence is a black, thick, sticky clay on the surface. Where the 
clay is very dark brown and less organic there do not seem to be signs of human use. 
 For most of the sites investigated in this survey, exact boundaries could not be delineated. 
With such a broad and rich archaeological record in the park, thinking of it from a landscape rather 
than individual site standpoint seems to make the most sense when it comes to management. There 
are areas without archaeological resources, but they are few and mostly occur where it is too swampy 
for development (and even there, cultural materials dating to a time of lower sea level and water 
tables may lie beneath the saturated soils). Whether or not a project area falls within an existing site 
plot, it should be considered to have high archaeological potential. Sites have very often been found 
in unexpected places within the park. There has already been a great deal of disturbance in many 
areas. In the future, such disturbance should be minimized to the greatest extent possible in order to 
preserve what is left of these key resources. 
 More specifically, construction should be preceded by a Phase I level archaeological 
investigation. Archaeological monitoring is recommended only after full systematic survey and, if 
necessary, Phase II site assessment and/or Phase III data recovery at areas impacted by construction 
activities. It should never be the only resource documentation measure. The resource group form 
submitted for sites around the springhead should be extended to include sites farther down the 
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Silver River and the entire area considered as a landscape. The commonly held belief that recording 
a site or district protects it from development is an erroneous one, but park management can use it 
as a tool. As discussed above, thinking about the archaeology of a place with a multiscalar 
perspective including the entire landscape means that even small scatter sites or individual artifacts 
are not meaningless but part of the larger picture. This standpoint supports undertaking full-scale 
survey of an area rather than “writing it off” as low probability or low density. 
 Potential for settlement at many locations in Silver Springs seems to vary drastically with 
season. These visible seasonal changes result from flooding spurred by heavy summer rainfalls and 
storms. Few elevated areas remain dry enough for a camp, but others become submerged for many 
months. If this cycle was similar during prehistory, then Winterhalder’s (1994) ideas about 
patchiness, persistence, and predictability are apropos. It is possible that travel to Silver Springs 
would have been a seasonal activity. It would have been a predictable and persistent source of 
freshwater during dry times, with only patches of habitable land available in wet seasons (unless 
people built stilt houses or other higher, drier elevated areas). Paleoenvironmental studies are very 
important to determine if these considerations are even relevant to the property. This does not 
imply environmental determinism, but the natural landscape and its resources by necessity are 
factors that come into consideration in making decisions about site use. Additionally, such studies 
might be able to confirm the hypothesis about the movement of the river over time which, in turn, 
would alter archaeological probability expectations. 
 Faunal remains are present at many late prehistoric sites. If they are sufficient to conduct 
studies about which seasons Silver Springs was inhabited, that could help determine whether the 
springs was a persistent place that was continually inhabited or if it was one that was visited 
seasonally by mobile groups. Currently no evidence of structures or hearths has been found at sites, 
but most have been only sparsely investigated. If Silver Springs was not a year-round occupation 
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area, it may have been part of a ritual cycle, yearly meeting place, or possibly simply a good place to 
hunt, fish, and gather wild food next to a fresh water source. 
 To determine just who was visiting Silver Springs (or at least whose possessions ended up 
there) lithic and ceramic provenience studies would be another fruitful avenue of research. 
Determining where the clay for pottery was obtained would provide clues to the questions of 
whether multiple groups were visiting the springs, either to meet one another or at different times. 
Of course, this could also mean that one of the groups at Silver Springs (probably either the St. 
Johns or Alachua) were bringing trade goods through the area. Alternatively, if pottery styles with 
different pastes have all been manufactured from local materials, it would present a very interesting 
scenario in which the local Silver Springs people were prolific copycats. 
 Similar studies on lithics to determine from which quarry clusters the raw materials were 
likely to come might provide some insight on how far preceramic groups were traveling to access 
the resource. Lithics are the most prevalent artifact type found in the park, and in most cases they 
are both temporally and geographically non-diagnostic. Non-local chert found at the park could 
suggest trade or other relationships with outside groups. Non-local chert from multiple areas may 
suggest some time depth in use of the site by many groups. 
 Studying the patterns of where different diagnostic pottery types were found near the springs 
could also help answer some questions. A preliminary observation is that St. Johns and Alachua 
types are found throughout the park, possibly with a slightly higher incidence of St. Johns directly 
near the headsprings and more Alachua ceramics farther down the river. Pasco types seem to be 
found mainly, although not exclusively, near the springs and on the western side of the park. 
However, the sample in some sites like Cactus Flower (8Mr1878) is very large and more likely to be 
representative than the one at F67 (8Mr1083), for instance, where only minor surface collection has 
been done. Systematic excavation at a few different sites would be needed to clarify this question. If 
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ratios are fairly similar across different sites around the park, it would tentatively suggest either a 
local manufacture or a trade origin. However, if there are higher incidence of Pasco at some sites, 
Alachua at others, etc., then perhaps they represent areas where these different groups camped while 
at the springs. 
 Similarly, patterns of where decorated versus plain wares are found could be informative. 
The assemblage gives the impression that there are quite a few unusual pottery types found at the 
park, particularly when the total assemblage is not very large. Both more systematic excavation at 
sites and more comparative research with other sites in the region would be necessary to determine 
if in fact there is a particularly high diversity of minority decorated wares at Silver Springs. The 
implications include that there was a sacred or elite function being fulfilled here. 
 The archaeological materials across the Silver Springs State Park have remarkable breadth, 
variety, and time depth. Every effort should be made to preserve these resources to the greatest 
extent possible. Therefore, I reiterate that it is my strong recommendation that ground disturbance 
not occur within any specific areas of the park until a cultural resource assessment has been 
completed for the particular project area. If such an area is an already-known site, then the 
investigation should be at least a Phase II test excavation with proper controls, not monitoring.  
 Thinking of the park as a singular landscape with different patches, not unlike Seminole 
patchwork, we ought not to discount low-density or disturbed areas because they are still part of the 
archaeological record of an important area. I sincerely hope that this work will benefit the park in 
their efforts to protect and manage their archaeological resources and that it may provide future 
researchers with a foundation on which to base more intensive studies of the archaeology of Silver 
Springs State Park. 
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XI: APPENDIX I. SITE TABLE 
 
Site Name Site No. Cultural-
temporal 
component(s) 
Type of 
site 
Min. size Methods 
(current) 
Integrity Recommendations Additional 
References 
Mound Near 
Silver Springs 
8Mr33 Middle Woodland burial 
mound 
50-foot 
diameter 
(15.24 m) 
informant 
interview; then 
surface 
inspection and 
shovel testing. 
low to 
moderate 
preserve and avoid 
disturbance; 
potential for human 
remains 
Moore 1895; 
Goggin 1952 
Silver River 
Run 
Midden/Silver 
River #3 
8Mr53 Middle 
Archaic(?), 
Woodland, late 
prehistoric 
(Alachua, St. 
Johns II, Pasco) 
midden/ 
mound 
approx. 60 
m by 35 m  
surface 
inspection and 
shovel testing 
moderate to 
high 
preserve and 
protect; Phase II if 
impacts are 
necessary 
Goggin 1952; 
Hemmings 
1975; Baker 
1990 
Silver Springs 
(aka Cavern 
Site) 
8Mr59 Paleo-Indian, late 
prehistoric 
(Pasco), 
Seminole, 15th-
20th century 
underwater 
cavern / 
megafauna 
kill site 
size 
unknown 
archival 
research only 
likely high 
(submerged) 
preserve and avoid 
disturbance; 
potential for human 
remains; further 
work if impacts are 
necessary 
Neill 1952; 
Neill 1964; 
Neill 1971; 
Martin 1966; 
Hemmings 
1975 
NN 8Mr83 Paleo-Indian(?), 
late prehistoric 
(St. Johns II, 
Alachua), 
Seminole(?), 
historic 
artifact 
surface 
scatter 
approx. 50 
m by 75 m  
surface 
inspection 
low to 
moderate 
combine with sites 
8Mr93, 8Mr2195, 
and 8Mr1920; 
preserve and 
protect; survey 
should precede any 
impacts 
Fairbanks 
1965; 
Hemmings 
1975; 
O’Donoughue 
and Sassaman 
2013 
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Paradise Park 8Mr92 Paleo-Indian; 
Early, Middle, 
and Late Archaic; 
Early-Middle 
Woodland 
campsite, 
stratified 
60 m 
diameter 
or less 
local 
informant, 
surface 
reconnaissance 
low preserve and avoid; 
site may be 
completely 
destroyed 
Neill 1958; 
Hemmings 
1975; Faught 
2003; Dunbar, 
Doran, and 
Rink 2009; 
O’Donoughue 
and Sassaman 
2013 
NN / Impala 8Mr93 Paleo-Indian; 
Middle and Late 
Archaic (Orange); 
Woodland 
(Deptford, St. 
Johns I) late 
prehistoric 
(Alachua, St. 
Johns, Pasco); 
19th-20th c 
variable 
density 
artifact 
scatter; 
campsite 
1434 m by 
430 m 
(orig.); 
about 185 
total acres 
surface 
collection, 
shovel testing, 
informant 
interview. 
varies from 
low to high 
preserve and 
protect; any 
additional 
disturbance should 
be preceded by 
archaeological 
survey and likely 
Phase II 
Hemmings 
1975; 
Dickinson and 
Wayne 2002; 
O’Donoughue 
and Sassaman 
2013; Wayne 
and Dickinson 
2014  
Silver River 
Mammoth 
Site / Guest 
Mammoth 
Site 
8Mr130 Paleo-Indian; 
Woodland (St. 
Johns) 
megafauna 
kill site 
approx. 40 
m by 80 m 
archival 
research only 
likely low preserve and avoid 
bottom disturbance 
in area 
Rayl 1974; 
Hart 1974; 
Hemmings 
1975; 
Hoffman 
1983; Smith 
2015 
Silver River 
#2 
8Mr532 Mid-Late Archaic 
(Orange); late 
prehistoric 
(Alachua) 
midden, 
surface 
scatter 
approx. 50 
m 
diameter 
surface 
collection, 
shovel testing 
moderate to 
high 
preserve and avoid 
impacts; Phase II 
site testing if 
impacts are 
necessary 
Baker 1990; 
Collins 2010 
F65 8Mr1081 modern; not a 
site 
zoo animal 
burial 
ground 
40 by 20 
m 
informant 
interview and 
surface 
inspection 
low remove from 
FMSF; no further 
consideration 
Almy et. al. 
1987; Collins 
2010 
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Franklin 15 8Mr1082 Middle Archaic; 
Late Archaic 
(Orange); 
Woodland 
(Pasco, St. Johns); 
late prehistoric 
(Pasco, St. Johns 
II); 19th century; 
20th century 
artifact 
scatter 
irregular 
area from 
headspring 
to at least 
1.1 km 
down the 
north 
bank of 
the Silver 
River and 
at least 
900 m 
north of 
the river 
shovel testing 
and surface 
survey 
low to 
moderate 
avoid further 
impacts if possible; 
survey areas prior to 
any ground 
disturbance 
Almy et. al. 
1987; 
Chambless 
2008; Belcourt 
et. al. 2009; 
O’Donoughue 
and Sassaman 
2013; 
Chambless 
2013; Wayne 
and Dickinson 
2014 
F67 8Mr1083 Paleo-Indian; 
Middle Archaic; 
Late Archaic 
(Orange); 
Woodland (St. 
Johns Ia); Late 
prehistoric 
(Alachua; St. 
Johns II); 20th 
century 
surface 
scatter, 
likely 
midden 
approx. 
200 m by 
60 m 
surface 
collection 
moderate to 
high 
preserve and avoid; 
survey if site will be 
impacted; no 
subsurface 
investigation during 
current work 
Almy et. al. 
1987; Collins 
2010 
Franklin 93; 
F68 
8Mr1084 recorded as 19th 
c.  
reported 
military 
site 
N/A, not 
found 
pedestrian 
reconnaissance 
not found, 
likely low 
no fort is 
documented in area; 
remove from FMSF 
Almy et. al. 
1987 
Cactus Flower 8Mr1878 Paleoindian; 
Early, Middle, 
and Late Archaic 
(Orange); 
Woodland (St. 
Johns I; Pasco); 
Late Prehistoric 
(Alachua, St. 
Johns II); 20th 
century 
artifact 
scatter; 
possible 
habitation 
approx. 
900 m by 
400 m 
shovel testing low within 
developed 
rights-of-way; 
high 
elsewhere 
preserve and avoid 
further ground 
disturbance; survey 
and Phase II should 
precede any new 
impacts 
Chance 1988; 
Chance and 
Smith 1991; 
Chambless 
2008; Collins 
2010 
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Oak 
Hammock 
8Mr1920 Late Archaic 
(Orange); 
Woodland; Late 
Prehistoric 
(Alachua; St. 
Johns II) 
variable 
density 
artifact 
scatter 
85 m by 
190 m as 
previously 
recorded 
shovel testing low to high, 
depending on 
development 
combine with sites 
8Mr83, 8Mr93, and 
8Mr2195; preserve 
and protect; survey 
should precede any 
impacts 
Baker 1990 
Silver River 
State Park Site 
8Mr1921 historic 20th 
century 
building 
remains 
and 
surface 
scatter 
approx. 50 
by 100 m 
reconnaissance, 
surface 
collection 
moderate preserve and avoid 
impacts; Phase II 
site testing if 
impacts are 
necessary 
Baker 1990 
Canoe Launch 
Site 
8Mr1922 Woodland or 
later prehistoric; 
19th century; 
20th century 
building 
remains 
and artifact 
scatter 
approx. 
215 m by 
100 m 
surface 
collection and 
shovel testing 
moderate avoid and preserve; 
possibly alter horse 
trails to limit site 
access; Phase II if 
any impacts are 
necessary 
Baker 1990 
Junk Car 8Mr1923 historic mid-
twentieth century 
historic 
refuse (car 
parts) 
unknown; 
removed 
pedestrian 
reconnaissance 
none site has been 
removed; change 
status to destroyed 
Baker 1990 
Trash Dump 8Mr1924 historic mid-
twentieth century 
historic 
refuse 
approx. 
100 m by 
60 m 
pedestrian 
reconnaissance 
low site has been 
removed; other 
historic refuse exists 
in area but is not 
significant 
Baker 1990 
Concrete 
Structure 
(Probably Dip 
Vats) 
8Mr1925 historic 20th 
century 
structure 
remains, 
surface 
scatter 
approx. 50 
by 100 m 
informant 
interview, 
surface 
inspection and 
collection 
moderate to 
high 
avoid and preserve; 
additional research 
to determine site 
function is 
recommended 
Baker 1990 
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Boardwalk 8Mr2195 likely Archaic; 
Woodland; late 
prehistoric 
(Alachua) 
artifact 
scatter 
approx. 30 
by 55 m as 
previously 
recorded 
shovel testing 
and surface 
collection 
moderate to 
high 
combine with sites 
8Mr83, 8Mr93, and 
8Mr1920; preserve 
and protect; survey 
should precede any 
impacts 
site file form 
only 
Sharps Ferry 
Office 
8Mr2402 Early, Middle, 
and Late Archaic; 
19th and 20th 
centuries 
surface 
artifact 
scatter 
approx. 
730 m by 
350 m 
surface 
inspection and 
shovel testing 
moderate to 
high within 
park; low in 
developed 
area 
preserve and avoid 
impacts; ground 
disturbance should 
be preceded by 
survey 
Newman 1995 
Friendly 
Tortoise 
8Mr2451 prehistoric 
aceramic 
small lithic 
scatter 
approx. 
130 m by 
60 m 
shovel testing moderate to 
low 
no special 
protection, but 
survey any areas of 
impact in the future 
Wisenbaker 
1997 
Suburban 
Sanctuary 
8Mr2452 St. Johns, (700 
B.C. - 1500 A.D.) 
surface 
artifact 
scatter 
approx. 
180 m by 
30 m 
shovel testing low no special 
protection, but 
survey any areas of 
impact in the future 
Wisenbaker 
1997 
Ishti Semoli 8Mr2703 Middle and Late 
Archaic (Orange); 
Woodland (St. 
Johns I, Cades 
Pond, Pasco); 
Late Prehistoric 
(St. Johns II, 
Pasco); Seminole; 
19th and 20th 
century 
large 
variable 
density 
artifact 
scatter 
irregular 
area, 
around 
900 by 
825 m 
surface 
collection and 
shovel testing 
varies from 
low to high 
preserve and avoid 
any further impacts; 
Phase I survey 
should precede any 
ground disturbance 
in the area, likely 
followed by Phase 
II 
Wisenbaker 
1999; 
Wisenbaker 
2000; 
Vojnovski and 
Newman 
2002; 
Newman and 
Vojnovski 
2002; Stanton 
and Lindstrom 
2002; Cockrell 
2003 
Silver River 
Run Canoe 
8Mr3173 prehistoric (880 
+/- 45 corrected) 
submerged 
prehistoric 
canoe 
prob. less 
than 10-m 
diameter 
archival 
research only 
moderate avoid and preserve site form only 
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Marshall 
Plantation 
8Mr3214 19th century historic 
sugar 
plantation 
remains 
approx. 
330 m 
diameter 
surface 
inspection and 
collection, 
mapping, and 
photo 
documentation 
moderate take measures to 
prevent further hog 
damage; preserve 
and avoid; further 
research if possible 
site form only 
Mystery Snail 
Midden 
8Mr3266 indeterminate 
prehistoric 
(Deptford?) 
shell bed 
with small 
artifact 
scatter 
approx. 
175 m by 
90 m 
surface 
inspection and 
shovel testing 
(not relocated) 
unknown; no 
archaeological 
remains 
found in 
current 
survey 
preserve and avoid; 
survey should 
precede any impacts 
Lindstrom 
2002 
SR 40 / CR 
326 
8Mr3477 prehistoric 
aceramic 
artifact 
scatter 
approx. 
180 by 95 
m 
pedestrian 
reconnaissance 
and shovel 
testing 
unknown; not 
relocated 
no further work; site 
does not seem to 
extend into park 
Chambless 
2008 
Paradise Park 8Mr3746 historic 20th 
century – 
African-American 
historic 
artifact 
surface 
scatter 
approx. 
250 m by 
160 m 
surface 
collection and 
informant 
interview 
moderate preservation and 
avoidance, or full 
collection and 
development into 
interpretive exhibit 
and recreation area 
O’Donoughue 
and Sassaman 
2013 
Silver Springs 
RR and Hotel 
8Mr3855 19th and 20th 
century historic 
railroad 
tracks, 
historic 
building 
remains, 
artifact 
scatter 
approx. 
234 by 85 
m 
archival 
research only 
moderate preserve and avoid 
further disturbance; 
archaeological 
survey should 
precede any new 
impacts 
Wayne and 
Dickinson 
2014 
Carmichael 
Ridge 
8Mr3902 Late Prehistoric 
(Alachua, St. 
Johns II), 
possibly earlier 
Woodland; 
historic 
midden, 
artifact 
scatter 
approx. 
120 m by 
40 m 
informant 
report, surface 
collection, and 
shovel testing 
high preserve and avoid 
site; possibly reroute 
trail, but new impact 
of this or any other 
sort should be 
preceded by 
archaeological 
survey 
 
434 
 
Hardy Croom 8Mr3903 Woodland (St. 
Johns Ia, early); 
Late Woodland 
(St. Johns II); 
historic 20th and 
maybe 19th c 
artifact 
scatter, 
vehicle 
remains, 
midden 
approx. 
200 m by 
130 m 
informant 
interview, 
surface 
collection, 
shovel testing 
moderate to 
high 
preserve and avoid 
site; additional 
investigations if 
impacts are 
necessary 
 
Knobby 8Mr3904 Woodland or 
later prehistoric 
(Pasco) 
artifact 
scatter, 
midden 
approx. 
120 m by 
40 m 
informant 
interview, 
surface 
collection, 
shovel testing 
moderate to 
high 
preserve and avoid; 
survey if site will be 
impacted 
 
Silver River 
Sink 
8Mr3905 Late Prehistoric 
(St. Johns II, 
Pasco); possibly 
earlier Woodland 
or Archaic; 20th 
century 
artifact 
scatter 
approx. 
450 m by 
200 m 
 
surface 
collection, 
shovel testing 
low to 
moderate 
preserve and avoid; 
survey should 
precede any impacts 
 
Trifoliate 
Orange Ridge 
8Mr3906 Late Prehistoric 
(Suwannee 
Valley, Alachua, 
St. Johns II, 
Pasco) 
black dirt 
midden 
approx. 
200 m by 
100 m 
shovel testing, 
surface 
inspection 
high preserve and avoid; 
very significant site; 
survey in area is 
needed if impacts 
will occur, including 
Phase II for site. 
 
River 
Trailhead 
Artifact 
Scatter 
8Mr3907 20th century 
historic 
surface 
scatter 
approx. 60 
m by 75 m 
informant 
interview; 
surface 
collection 
low to 
moderate 
preservation; 
possibly surface 
collection prior to 
soil remediation 
 
River 
Trailhead 
Cattle Dip 
Vat 
8Mr3908 20th century 
historic 
structure 12 m by 3 
m 
mapping and 
photography 
moderate to 
high 
avoid; soil 
remediation 
 
River 
Trailhead 
Trough 
8Mr3909 20th century 
historic 
structure 12 m by 1 
m 
mapping and 
photography 
moderate avoid; possibly soil 
remediation 
 
River 
Trailhead Vat 
8Mr3910 20th century 
historic 
structure 2 m by 4 
m 
mapping and 
photography 
moderate to 
high 
avoid  
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River 
Trailhead 
Agricultural 
Complex 
8Mr3911 20th century 
historic 
structures 
and artifact 
scatter 
approx. 60 
m by 75 m 
informant 
report, surface 
collection, 
mapping, 
photography 
moderate to 
high 
avoid impacts other 
than soil 
remediation if 
needed 
 
Little Palm 
Ridge 
8Mr3919 Woodland 
and/or Late 
Prehistoric 
(Alachua) 
midden, 
artifact 
scatter 
unknown, 
prob. less 
than 400 
m by 30 m 
surface 
collection and 
shovel testing 
moderate to 
high 
avoid and preserve; 
survey if any 
impacts are 
necessary 
 
Cypress 
Swamp 
Foundations 
8Mr3920 20th century 
historic 
structural 
remains, 
probable 
corduroy 
road 
remains 
6 m by 4 
m 
informant 
report, 
pedestrian 
inspection 
low avoid impacts if 
possible 
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XII. APPENDIX II: SHOVEL TEST TABLE 
 
ST# 
  
Site 
  
UTM 
(Zone 17)   
Date 
  
Excavators 
  
Strata (in cm) with Munsell colors 
  
Contents 
1 
 
Mr93 
 
0397639 E 
 
8/3/2014 
 
RW/JM/SJ 
 
0-4 cm 10 YR 3/1 very dark gray sand 
 
lithic, bone, shell, charcoal 
    3231886 N      4-22 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown sand   
          22-38 cm 10 YR 7/3 very pale brown sand   
          38-50 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown sand   
          50-60 cm 10 YR 5/3 brown sand   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
60-104 cm 10 YR 5/5 (5/6?) yellowish brown 
sand  
 
                    Cored 5 times (104-154 cm?)     
2 
 
Mr93 
 
0397260 E 
 
8/3/2014 
 
RW/SJ 
 
0-100 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown and 
10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand, mottled 
and disturbed  
no artifacts 
        3231816 N                 
3 
 
Mr2452 
 
0398346 E  
 
8/3/2014 
 
RW/JM/SJ 
 
0-4 cm? 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown 
humus  
chert flakes 
        3230695 N           4(?)-100 cm 10 YR 5/6 yellowish brown sand     
4 
 
Mr2452 
 
0398317 E  
 
8/4/2014 
 
RW/JM/SJ 
 
0-14 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown 
humic sand  
bone, lithic, charcoal 
  
  
  
  
3230702 N 
  
  
  
  
  
14-100 cm 10 YR 6/4 light yellowish brown 
sand   
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5 
 
Mr2452 
 
0398293 E  
 
8/4/2014 
 
RW/JM/SJ 
 
0-8 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
and 10 YR 7/2 light gray mottled sand  
no artifacts 
        3230687 N           8-100 cm 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand     
6 
 
Mr2452 
 
0398346 E  
 
8/4/2014 
 
RW/JM/SJ 
 
0-15 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand 
 
1 chert flake 
 
 
 
 
3230670 N 
 
 
 
 
 
15-23 cm (no clear border) 10 YR 5/6 
yellowish brown sand  
 
                    23-100 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand     
7 
 
Mr3266 
 
0399916 E  
 
8/5/2014 
 
RW/JM/SJ 
 
0-19 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
clayey loam  
shell, fish scales, beer can 
        3231028 N           19 cm water table     
8 
 
8Mr3266 
 
0399920 E 
 
8/5/2014 
 
RW/JM/SJ 
 
0-11 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
sandy loam  
shell 
        3230993 N           11-43 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray clayey loam     
9 
 
8Mr3266 
 
0399920 E 
 
8/5/2014 
 
RW/JM/SJ 
 
0-15 cm humus 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown 
 
shell 
 
 
 
 
3230970 N 
 
 
 
 
 
15-25 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray 
sandy clay   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
25-27 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown 
organic layer  
 
                    27-40 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray clay     
10 
 
8Mr3266 
 
0400027 E 
 
8/5/2014 
 
RW/JM/SJ 
 
0-20 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
sandy clay with loam  
shell 
        3230996 N           20 cm water table     
11 
 
8Mr532 
 
0399938 E 
 
8/5/14 and 
8/6/14  
RW/JM/SJ 
 
0-19 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clay 
 
lithic, bone, shell, pottery 
    3230836 N      19-66 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown clay   
          66-100 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray clay   
                    cored     
12  8Mr2452  0398359 E  8/6/2014  RW/SJ  0-7 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray humic sand  no artifacts 
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        3230695 N           7-100 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand     
13  8Mr2452  0398419 E  8/6/2014  RW/SJ  0-7 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray humic sand  no  artifacts 
    3230651 N      7-25 cm 10 YR 5/3 brown sand   
                    25-100 10 YR 8/4 very pale brown sand     
14  8Mr2451  0398746 E  8/7/2014  RW/SJ  0-9 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand  chert flake 
  
  
  
  
3230692 N 
  
  
  
  
  
9-100 cm10 YR 6/4 light yellowish brown 
and 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand, 
mottled   
  
15  8Mr2451  0398769 E  8/7/2014  RW/SJ  0-14 cm 10 YR 5/1 gray humic sand  no artifacts 
        3230696 N           14-100 cm 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand     
16  A.O. 1  0403228 E  8/16/2014  RW/TG  0-15 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clay  barbed wire, chert flake 
 
 
 
 
3231875 N 
 
 
 
 
 
15-55 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
clay  
 
                    55-78 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown clay     
17    0362588 E  8/16/2014  JM/SJ  0-12 humus 10 YR 2/2  no artifacts 
        3102269 N           12-72 clay/rock 10 YR 4/2     
18 
 
Mr93 
 
0397623 E 
 
8/16/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-26 cm 10 YR 4/4 dark yellowish brown 
sand  
lithics, vertebrae, ceramic? 
 
 
 
 
3231856 N 
 
 
 
 
 
26-38 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
sand  
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
38/100 cm 10 YR 5/5 (5/6?) yellowish 
brown sand ("mottled")   
  
19 
 
Mr93 
 
0397653 E 
 
8/16/2014 
 
JM/SJ 
 
0-23 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
humic sand  
lithics 
  
  
  
  
3231891 N 
  
  
  
  
  
23-100 cm sand 10 YR 5/5 (5/6?) yellowish 
brown sand   
  
20  Mr93  0397673 E  8/16/2014  JM/SJ  0-20 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand  lithics, nodules 
  
  
  
  
3231881 N 
  
  
  
  
  
20-100 cm 10 YR 6/5 (6/6?) brownish yellow 
sand   
  
21  Mr93  0397694 E  8/16/2014  JM/SJ  0-17 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown humic sand  chert 
  
  
  
  
3231887 N 
  
  
  
  
  
17-100 cm10 YR 3/5 (3/6?) dark yellowish 
brown sand   
  
439 
 
22 
 
Mr93 
 
0397620 E 
 
8/16/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-17 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown 
humic sand  
lithics 
        3231813 N           17-108 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand     
23 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398577 E 
 
8/17/2014 
 
JM/SJ 
 
0-5 cm 10 YR 5/1 gray humic sand 
 
1 chert flake 
  
  
  
  
3230207 N 
  
  
  
  
  
5-100 cm 10 YR 5/4 yellowish brown 
"mottled" sand   
  
24 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398631 E 
 
8/17/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-19 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown sand 
 
chert, charcoal, shotgun 
casing (not collected) 
    3230201 N      19-98 cm 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand   
                    roots prevented coring     
25 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398579 E 
 
8/17/2014 
 
JM/SJ 
 
0-14 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown humic 
sand 
 
chert nodules and flakes 
 
 
 
 
3230213 N 
 
 
 
 
 
14-80 cm 10 YR 6/5 (6/6?) dark yellowish 
brown sand  
 
                    80 cm limestone     
26 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398634 E 
 
8/17/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-30 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray and 10 YR 5/4 
yellowish brown mottled sand 
 
pottery, lithics 
    3230178 N      30-110 cm 10 YR 7/6  yellow sand   
          core 4 times (110-150 cm?)   
27 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398585 E 
 
8/17/2014 
 
JM/SJ 
 
0-9 cm 10 YR 5/1 gray humic sand 
 
chert nodules and flakes 
        3230159 N           9-100 cm 10 YR 7/5 (7/6?) yellow sand     
28 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398633 E 
 
8/17/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-3 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray humic sand 
 
chert flakes 
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3230153 N 
  
  
  
  
  
3-100 cm 10 YR 6/4 light yellowish brown 
sand   
  
29 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398583 E 
 
8/17/2014 
 
JM/SJ 
 
0-7 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown humic sand 
 
chert flakes 
  
  
  
  
3230120 N 
  
  
  
  
  
7-100 cm 10 YR 6/4 light yellowish brown 
sand   
  
30 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398640 E 
 
8/17/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-18 cm 10 YR 6/4 light yellowish brown 
sand 
 
chert 
        3230121 N           18-103 cm 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand     
31 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398587 E 
 
8/17/2014 
 
JM/SJ 
 
0-11 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray 
humic sand 
 
chert microflakes 
        3230107 N           11-100 cm 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand     
32 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398648 E 
 
8/17/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-24 cm 10 YR 4/2  dark grayish brown sand 
 
chert flakes 
        3230105 N           24-100 cm 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand     
33 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398649 E 
 
8/17/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-28 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand 
 
chert flakes 
        3230074 N           28-100 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand     
34  Mr2402  0401310 E  8/23/2014  RW/TG  0-22 cm 10 YR 5/1 gray sand  flakes 
    3228929 N      22-59 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
59-60 cm lens right above hardpan: 10 YR 
3/2 very dark grayish brown sand  
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
60 cm hardpan: 10 YR 4/6 dark yellowish 
brown and 10 YR 3/6 dark yellowish brown 
sand   
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35  Mr2402  0401280 E  8/23/2014  RW/TG  0-19 cm 10 YR 6/1 gray sand   
    3229005 N      19-48 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
48-50 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
hardpan  
 
                    50: hardpan stopped test     
36 
  
Mr2402 
  
batteries 
dead   
8/23/2014 
  
RW/TG 
  
ST stopped due to extensive roots, strata 
could not be determined   
glass, metal, chert flakes 
37 
 
Mr2402 
 
0401194 E 
 
8/23/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-21 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand 
 
glass, historic ceramics, 
chert flakes 
    3229049 N      21-55 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
55-62 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
clay  
 
                    62 hardpan stopped test     
38 
 
Mr2402 
 
0401144 E 
 
8/23/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-28 cm 10 YR 3/1 very dark gray sand 
 
charcoal, 1 chert flake at 
bottom 
    3228987 N      28-59 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand   
          59-63 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown   
                    63 cm hardpan     
39 
 
Mr3214 
 
0400945 E 
 
8/24/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown, 10 YR 
4/3 brown, and 10 YR 6/2 light brownish 
gray disturbed and mottled clayey sand, no 
discernable strata 
 
no artifacts 
        3229310 N                 
40  Mr2195  0399289 E  9/6/2014  RW/TG  0-20 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand  flakes, scraper?, charcoal 
    3231557 N      20-62 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray sand   
          62-100 cm 10 YR 7/3 very pale brown sand   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
cored to 165 cm in center and to 150 cm in 
NW corner (found artifacts here)   
  
41 
 
Mr2195 
 
0399277 E 
 
9/6/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-19 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand 
 
lithics, with an increase 
around 80 cm 
    3231514 N      19-48 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand   
442 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
48-100 cm 10 YR 6/4 light yellowish brown 
sand, possibly mottled with 10 YR 8/1 white 
sand  
 
                    100-150 cm core     
42 
 
Mr2195 
 
0399301 E 
 
9/6/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-17 cm 10 YR 2/1 black humic sand 
 
lithics throughout, possible 
preform at approx. 50 cm, 
also flakes in core 
    3231481 N      17-50 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
50-94 cm 10 YR 4/4 dark yellowish brown 
sand (actually looks a little more red)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
94-105 cm 10 YR 6/4 light yellowish brown 
sand  
 
                    water table at 130 cm, 100-150 core     
43 
 
Mr2195 
 
0399231 E 
 
9/6/2014 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-13 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown sand 
 
lithics from 30 to about 100 
cm 
  
  
  
  
3231509 N 
  
  
  
  
  
13-105 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand 
(more orange than on 10 YR sheet)   
  
44 
 
Mr2195 
 
0399290 E 
 
10/19/2014 
 
JM/TG 
 
0-55 cm 10 YR 6/1 gray and 10 YR 5/1 gray 
sand  
lithics between 2 and 80 cm 
  
  
  
  
3231610 N 
  
  
  
  
  
55-100 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown and 
10 YR 7/2 light gray sand   
  
45 
 
8Mr2195 
 
0399251 E 
 
10/19/2014 
 
RW/AT/MA 
 
0-26 mottled brown 10YR4/3, yellowish  
brown 10YR5/4, and grayish brown 
10YR5/2 sand 
 
lithics between about 10 cm 
and 110 cm. cob-marked(?) 
pottery fairly shallow, with 
lithics deeper. No additional 
artifacts in 30 cm deep core. 
    3231619 N      26-57 yellowish brown 10YR5/4 sand   
          57-76 light yellowish brown 10YR6/4 sand   
          76-116 very pale brown 10YR7/4 sand.   
                    not a clear break at 76 cm     
443 
 
46 
 
Mr2195 
 
0399197 E 
 
10/19/2014 
 
JM/TG 
 
0-100 10 YR 6/8 brownish yellow sand 
 
lithics and ceramic above 80 
cm 
        3231618 N                 
47  Mr2195  0399199 E  10/19/2014  MA/AT  0-36 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand  lithics 
    3231683 N      36-56 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray sand   
          56-100 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
5 cores (100-150 cm?), second (120-130 cm?) 
w/lithics   
  
48 
 
Mr2195 
 
0399134 E 
 
10/19/2014 
 
RW/MA 
 
0-15 grayish brown 10YR5/2 sand 
 
lithics, including a large 
possible point between 90-
100 cm. Break in artifacts, 
with another start around 
90 cm. 
        3231594 N           15-100 10YR6/6 brownish yellow sand     
49  Mr2195  0399134 E  10/19/2014  MA/TG  0-8 cm 10 YR 5/4 gray sand  flakes below 70 cm 
        3231594 N           8-104 cm 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand     
50  Mr2195  0399081 E  10/19/2014  MA/TG  0-13 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand  flakes below 60 cm 
 
 
 
 
3231568 N 
 
 
 
 
 
13-36 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand 
and 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand  
 
                    36-104 cm 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand     
51 
 
8Mr2402 
 
0401095 E 
 
12/18/2014 
 
RW/AT 
 
0-20 black sand 10YR2/1 
 
found one piece of block 
shatter around 30 or 40 cm 
    3229199 N      20-36 gray sand 10YR5/1   
          36-50 brown sand 10YR5/3   
          50-61 very dark brown clay 10YR2/2   
                    hardpan     
52 
 
8Mr2402 
 
0401036 E 
 
12/18/2014 
 
RW/AT 
 
0-27 very dark gray 10YR3/1 
 
one lithic found around 40-
50 cm, right around when 
soil changed to dark brown 
    3229241 N      27-44 pale brown 10YR6/3   
444 
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
44-54 very dark brown clay 10YR2/2 
(actually has more of a red hue than what is 
on the sheet)   
  
53  8Mr2402  0400949 E  12/18/2014  RW/AT  0-23 black humus 10YR2/1  no cultural material 
    3229276 N      23-47 light brownish gray sand 10YR6/2   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
47-52 very dark brown clay 10YR2/2 (also 
more red)   
  
54  8Mr2402  0401374 E  12/18/2014  RW/AT  0-30 grayish brown sand 10YR5/2  no artifacts 
    3229013 N      30-90 white sand 10YR8/1   
          90-100 very dark brown 10YR2/2   
                    sandy throughout     
55  8Mr2402  0401359 E  12/18/2014  RW/AT  0-24 grayish brown sand 10YR5/2  no artifacts 
    3229044 N      24-94 light gray sand 10YR7/2   
                    94-95 brown sand 10YR5/3     
56  8Mr2402  0401325 E  12/19/2014  RW/AT  0-23 black 10YR2/1  no artifacts 
    3229110 N      23-54 grayish brown 10YR5/2   
                    54-63 very dark brown 10YR2/2     
57 
 
8Mr53 
 
0399730 E 
 
12/19/2014 
 
RW/AT 
 
0-38 very dark grayish brown sandy silty clay 
10YR3/2 
 
no artifacts, roots, rodent 
burrows, lots of shell, 
especially gastropod but 
some bivalve too 
        3231073 N           38-60 light brownish gray clay 10YR6/2     
58 
 
8Mr53 
 
0399759 E 
 
12/19/2014 
 
RW/AT 
 
0-15 very dark brown 10YR2/2 
 
very hard to dig concreted 
shell, also lithics and some 
pottery. Extremely clayey. 
Would have been better 
handled with a chisel 
        3231052 N           15-80 light brownish gray 10YR6/2     
59  8Mr3477  0399651 E  1/17/2015  RW/AT  0-22 cm black 10 YR 2/1  no artifacts 
 
 
 
 
3232623 N 
 
 
 
 
 
22-70 cm grayish brown silty fine sand 
10YR5/2  
 
445 
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
70-82 cm very dark brown clay 10YR2/2 
(actually seemed more purple)   
  
60 
 
8Mr1922 
 
0400275 E 
 
1/17/2015 
 
RW/AT 
 
0-10 cm humic 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown 
 
artifacts started at the 10 
YR 3/1 soils. Had to end 
due to time 
    3231172 N      10-23 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown   
                    23-52 cm 10 YR 3/1 very dark gray     
61 
 
8Mr1922 
 
0400250 E 
 
1/18/2015 
 
RW/AT 
 
0-9 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
 
minor historic  artifact 
assemblage with glass, 
possible metal slag, pottery, 
1 lithic flake below 50 cm 
 
 
 
 
3231181 N 
 
 
 
 
 
9-26 cm 10 YR 4/3 brown with 10 YR 5/4 
yellowish brown  
 
          26-40 2/2 very dark brown hard packed clay   
          40-59/69 10 YR 4/3 brown   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
59/69-97 cm, very mottled 10 YR 5/8 
yellowish brown, 10YR 5/2 grayish brown, 
and 10 YR 7/1 light gray clay (these colors 
aren’t exact, more reddish) 
  
  
62 
 
8Mr2703 
 
0399492 E 
 
1/25/2015 
 
MA/RW 
 
0-10 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown sand 
 
one chert flake at approx. 
50 cm, charcoal 
    3229899 N      10-23 cm 10 YR 5/3 brown sand   
          23-50 cm 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand   
                    50-105 cm 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand     
63  8Mr2703  0399518 E  1/25/2015  TG/AT  0-20 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown  2 flakes around 60 cm 
        3229905 N           20-100 cm 10 YR 7/5 (7/6?) yellow?     
64 
 
8Mr2703 
 
0399507 E 
 
1/25/2015 
 
MA/RW 
 
0-13 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray sand 
 
flakes below 75 cm, no 
artifacts in core. Pine straw 
and lots of nuts (mixed 
forest) 
    3229964 N      13-29 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand   
446 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
29-44 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand and 10 YR 
8/2 very pale brown sand with charcoal 
flecks  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
44-120 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray and some 10 
YR 7/3 very pale brown sand  
 
          dug to 120 cm then cored   
                    four times (175 deep total)     
65  8Mr2703  0399572 E  1/25/2015  TG/AT  0-23 cm 10 YR 8/2 light gray sand  lithics 
    3229917 N      23-100 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand.   
                    near path     
66 
 
8Mr2703 
 
0399493 E 
 
1/25/2015 
 
MA/RW 
 
0-25 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand 
 
lithics approx. 85-90 cm and 
below 
 
 
 
 
3230013 N 
 
 
 
 
 
25-42 cm 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand 
and 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand mottled  
 
                    42-110 cm 10 YR 8/3 very pale brown sand     
67 
 
8Mr2703 
 
0399635 E 
 
1/25/2015 
 
TG/AT 
 
0-29 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand 
 
flakes, at west edge of 
sinkhole(?) 
    3229920 N      29-100 cm 10 YR 8/4 very pale brown sand   
                    cored 3 times, no artifacts     
68 
 
8Mr2703 
 
0399493 E 
 
1/25/2015 
 
MA/RW 
 
0-29 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown sand 
 
nothing cultural, disturbed 
pine plantation 
  
  
  
  
3230068 N 
  
  
  
  
  
29-100 cm 10 YR 5/4 yellowish brown sand 
and 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand mottled   
  
69  8Mr2703  0399691 E  1/25/2015  TG/AT  0-8 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown (mottled)  one flake in sandy soil 
    3229937 N      8-44 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray sand (mottled)   
          44-96 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand   
                    96-100 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown sand     
70 
 
8Mr2703 
 
0399534 E 
 
1/25/2015 
 
RW/MA 
 
0-8 cm 10 YR 3/4 dark yellowish brown sand 
and 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown sand  
lithics 
    3230121 N      8-18 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand   
          18-28 cm 10 YR 7/6 and 8/6 yellow sand   
447 
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
28-100 cm 10 YR 8/4 very pale brown sand 
(somewhat mottled)   
  
71 
 
8Mr2703 
 
0399746 E 
 
1/25/2015 
 
TG/AT 
 
0-17 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand 
 
heavy lithic concentration, 
including a core 
    3229932 N      17-68 10 YR 8/1 white sand   
          68-97 mottled 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand   
                    97-100  mottled 10 YR 4/3 brown sand     
72 
 
8Mr2703 
 
0399790 E 
 
2/2/2015 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-18 cm (fades into next stratum) 10 YR 7/1 
light gray sand 
 
lithics between approx. 22-
100 cm, along with roots, 
leaves, charcoal. One 
bifacially worked frag. 
        3229929 N           18-100 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand     
73 
 
8Mr2703 
 
0399873 E 
 
2/2/2015 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-10 (0-36) cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown 
sand 
 
many lithics from directly 
below humus (5 cm?) to 
approx. 90. Larger flakes 
stopped around 65 cm until 
one was found at very 
bottom. 
    3229976 N      10-14 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown sand   
          14-97 cm (36-97) 10 YR 6/3 pale brown sand   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10 YR 5/3 brown sand at very bottom on 
north side  
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
cored three times, but no more artifacts were 
recovered. Roots prohibited excavation 
below 97 cm   
  
74 
 
8Mr2703 
 
0399658 E 
 
2/2/2015 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-6 cm humus 
 
lithic flakes immediately 
below humic layer, 
decreasing in number until 
approx. 65 cm, they 
extended to 100 cm. 
448 
 
 
 
 
 
3229938 N 
 
 
 
 
 
6-60 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand, 10 YR 
7/3 very pale brown sand and 10 YR 7/6 
yellow sand mottled  
 
          60-100 cm 10 YR 8/3 very pale brown sand   
                    core 5 times (100-150 cm?)     
75 
 
8Mr2703 
 
0399801 E 
 
2/2/2015 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-14 cm 10 YR 5/3 brown sand 
 
a few lithics found, seemed 
to increase with depth 
    3230025 N      14-23 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown sand   
          23-60 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand   
                    60-103 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sand     
76 
 
8Mr2703 
 
0399785 E 
 
2/2/2015 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-10 cm humic layer 
 
lithics flakes between 50 
and 100 cm 
    3230065 N      10-36 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand   
          36-100 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
in core below 100, sand became brown and 
very wet – approaching water table   
  
77 
 
8Mr93 
 
0398513 E 
 
3/3/2015 
 
RW/CB 
 
0-9 cm 10 YR 5/1 gray sand 
 
3 flakes at approx. 55 cm 
deep, collected charcoal 
around 80 cm deep 
    3231881 N      9-107 cm 10 YR 5/6 yellowish brown sand   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Started near the eastern end of Paradise 
Road, south side.   
  
78 
 
8Mr93 
 
0398432 E 
 
3/3/2015 
 
RW/CB 
 
0-17 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown sand 
(humic) 
 
flakes found definitely 
below the top layer, 
probably around 70 cm 
        3231823 N           17-110 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand     
79 
 
8Mr93 
 
0398338 E 
 
3/3/2015 
 
RW/CB 
 
0-12 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray sand 
 
modern building materials, 
chert, stones, limestone – 
surface scatter in area 
    3231796 N      12-100 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sand   
449 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
clayey lenses of 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish 
brown at 46 cm and 85 cm  
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
clayey lens of 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown and 
10 YR 6/3 pale brown at 66 cm. These lenses 
were where rocks were found, especially 
above and below 46 cm. Sand with sandstone 
and clay.   
  
80  8Mr93  0398257 E  3/3/2015  RW/CB  0-17 cm 10 YR 5/4 yellowish brown sand  no artifacts, only roots 
        3231718 N           17-100 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand     
81 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398522 E 
 
3/4/2015 
 
RW/CB 
 
0-24 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand 
 
chert flakes found in first 10 
cm and all the way to 100 
cm, seeds, twigs, charcoal, 
roots, nutcaps (hickory and 
oak in the area) 
    3230275 N      24-100 cm 10 YR 8/4 very pale brown sand   
                    cored an additional 50 with no recovery     
82 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398502 E 
 
3/4/2015 
 
RW/CB 
 
0-8 cm humus 
 
pottery found within the 
first 10 cm, lithics 
throughout. Several huge 
roots, also charcoal, rocks, 
nuts 
    3230369      8-15 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
15-106 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand, 
10 YR 7/3 very pale brown sand, and 10 YR 
7/6 yellow sand, mottled in test. At the edge 
of mixed and pine forest. 
 
 
                    cored an additional 50 cm with no recovery.     
83 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398476 E 
 
3/4/2015 
 
RW/CB 
 
0-10 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand 
 
chert flakes below 60c , 
charcoal, twigs 
    3230408 N      10-100 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown sand   
450 
 
                    100-150 core     
84 
 
8Mr3905 
 
0398675 E 
 
3/4/2015 
 
RW/CB 
 
0-14 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray sand 
 
weathered chert flakes 
below 60 cm , leaf litter, 
roots 
 
 
 
 
3230510 N 
 
 
 
 
 
14-100 cm 10 YR 6/4 light yellowish brown 
fading into 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand at around 
50 cm?  
 
                    100-150 core     
85    0400889 E  5/16/2015  RW/TG  0-30 cm 10YR 2/1 black clay  roots, limestone 
  
  
  
  
3230277 N 
  
  
  
  
  
30-82 cm 10 YR 5/3 brown sandy clay with 
limestone and shell   
  
86 
 
 
 
0400857 E 
 
5/16/2015 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-20 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
sand  
roots, limestone, chalk 
  
  
  
  
3230148 N 
  
  
  
  
  
20-65 cm 10 YR 5/4 yellowish brown sandy 
clay with limestone and chalk   
  
87 
 
Mr2703 
 
0399146 E 
 
5/17/2015 
 
RW/TG/MA 
 
0-24 cm 10 YR 6/1 gray sand 
 
chert flakes, roots, nuts, 
charcoal 
 
 
 
 
3230037 N 
 
 
 
 
 
24-35 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
sand with root staining  
 
          35-57 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray sand   
                    57-70 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown sand     
88 
 
Mr2703 
 
0399127 E 
 
5/17/2015 
 
RW/TG/MA 
 
0-6 cm humus 
 
3 flakes, charcoal, roots 
 
 
 
 
3230062  N 
 
 
 
 
 
6-34 cm 10 YR 4/1 dark gray sand 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
34-56 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown clayey 
sand  
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
56-100 cm 10 YR 4/3 brown sand and 10 YR 
5/4 yellowish brown sand with charcoal 
flecks   
  
451 
 
89 
 
Mr2703 
 
0399073 E 
 
5/17/2015 
 
RW/TG/MA 
 
0-4 cm humus 
 
broken proximal corner-
notched point, chert flakes, 
charcoal, roots 
    3230125 N      4-60 cm 10 YR 5/1 gray sand   
          60-90 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray sand   
          90-98 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown sand   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
98-110 cm 10 YR 4/4 dark yellowish brown 
sand   
  
90 
 
Mr2703 
 
0399021 E 
 
5/17/2015 
 
RW/TG/MA 
 
0-17 cm 10 YR 4/1 dark gray sand and 10 YR 
6/4 light yellowish brown mottled sand  
flakes below 70 cm, roots 
    3230152 N      17-32 cm 10 YR 7/3 very pale brown sand   
                    32-120 cm 10 YR 8/3 very pale brown sand     
91 
 
 
 
0398991 E 
 
5/17/2015 
 
RW/TG/MA 
 
0-15 cm 10 YR 5/1 gray sand 
 
roots, rocks 
 
 
 
 
3230207 N 
 
 
 
 
 
15-40 cm 10 YR 6/4 light yellowish brown 
and 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand mottled  
 
                    40-100 cm 10 YR 8/3 very pale brown sand     
92 
 
 
 
0399030 E 
 
5/17/2015 
 
RW/TG/MA 
 
0-8 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray sand 
 
roots, rocks 
    3230260 N      8-50 cm 10 YR 5/4 yellowish brown sand   
    `               50-100 cm 10 YR 8/3 very pale brown sand     
93 
 
8Mr3919 
 
0401512 E 
 
5/18/2015 
 
RW/JM/RickH 
 
0-20 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clay 
 
pottery in top layer only, 
limestone, chalk, roots, 
charcoal in sterile layer 
 
 
 
 
3230668 N 
 
 
 
 
 
20-30 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown 
sandy clay  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
30-51 cm 10 YR 5/4 yellowish brown clayey 
sand  
 
          51-58 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown clayey sand   
                    58-88 core     
452 
 
94 
 
8Mr3902 
 
0400014 E 
 
6/13/2015 
 
RW/RT/CB 
 
0-17 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clay 
 
pottery, lithics debitage, 
bone, shell 
 
 
 
 
3231332 N 
 
 
 
 
 
17-53 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
clay  
 
                    53 hard and rocky soil     
95 
 
8Mr3902 
 
0400076 E 
 
6/13/2015 
 
RW/RT/CB 
 
0-8 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clayey sand 
 
lithics 
 
 
 
 
3231337 N 
 
 
 
 
 
8-42 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
sandy clay  
 
                    42-52 cm 10 YR 4/3 brown clay     
96 
 
8Mr3903 
 
0401185 E 
 
6/14/2015 
 
RW/RT/CB 
 
0-13 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clay 
 
pottery, lithics, bone, shell, 
teeth, glass, metal 
    3231062 N      13-39 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clay with shell   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
40 and below 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray 
clay  
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
40-80 cm core 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown 
sandy clay with limestone and chalk   
  
97 
 
 
 
0398924 E 
 
7/11/2015 
 
RW/MR 
 
0-10 cm root mat 
 
roots, limestone, sand 
concretions 
    3232664 N      10-18 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand   
          18-89 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
89-100 cm dark rusty reddish-brown loamy 
sand with concretions (no 7.5 YR page with 
us)   
  
98 
 
8Mr1878 
 
0399068 E 
 
7/11/2015 
 
RW/MR 
 
0-10 cm root mat 
 
lithic flakes, nuts, roots, 
leaves, sand concretions 
    3232584 N      10-18 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand   
          18-54 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sand   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
54-79 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow loamy 
sand with concretions and 10 YR 7/4 very 
pale brown sand  
 
453 
 
                    79-94 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sand     
99 
 
Mr1878 
 
0399097 E 
 
7/11/2015 
 
RW/MR 
 
0-10 cm root mat 
 
brick, lithic flakes, roots, 
leaves, nuts, sand 
concretions 
    3232484 N      10-17 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand   
          17-44 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sand   
          44-60 cm 10 YR 5/3 brown sand   
          60-88 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown sand   
          88-105 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sand   
          44-105 have no sharp breaks in stratigraphy   
                    105 hard and compacted sand     
100 
 
Mr1082 
 
0398680 E 
 
7/15/2015 
 
RW/RyanH 
 
0-12 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown, 10 YR 
2/1 black, and 10 YR 4/4 dark yellowish 
brown mottled sand and clay  
shell, concretions, metal, 
flakes 
    3232672 N      12-35 cm 10 YR 2/1 black clay    
          35-43 cm 10 YR 7/3 very pale brown clay   
          43-65 cm 10 YR 3/1 very dark gray clay   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
65-90 cm 10 YR 7/3 very pale brown sandy 
clay   
  
101 
 
Mr1082 
 
0398442 E 
 
7/15/2015 
 
RW/RyanH 
 
0-20 cm 10 YR 4/1 dark gray sand with 
humus  
lithic flakes, roots, nuts 
 
 
 
 
3232558 N 
 
 
 
 
 
20-90 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown sand and 10 
YR 5/4 yellowish brown sand  
 
                    90-100 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sand     
102 
 
8Mr3904 
 
0400180 E 
 
7/16/15 and 
7/18/15 
 
RW/RyanH/TG 
 
0-30 cm 10 YR 2/1 black, thick, greasy clay 
with limestone and shell 
 
limestone, roots, shell, 
bone, lithics 
 
 
 
 
3230705 N 
 
 
 
 
 
30-55 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray 
sandy clay  
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
55-80 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sandy 
clay   
  
454 
 
103 
 
 
 
0400163 E 
 
7/18/2015 
 
JM/Rick H 
 
0-10 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown humic 
layer  
clay, roots, earthworms 
 
 
 
 
3230662 N 
 
 
 
 
 
10-70 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown clay with 
limestone  
 
                    limestone at 70 cm      
104 
 
 
 
0400099 E 
 
7/18/2015 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-10 cm 10 YR 3/1 very dark gray humic 
layer  
roots, limestone 
        3230679 N           10-40 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown clay     
105 
 
Mr93? 
 
0398855 E 
 
7/18/2015 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-4 cm 10 YR 3/1 very dark gray sand 
(humic) 
 
pottery, lithic debitage, 
leaves, sticks, roots, 
charcoal 
    3232147 N      4-8 cm 10 YR 5/4 yellowish brown sand   
          8-100 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand   
                    100-170 cm core     
106 
 
Mr93? 
 
0398913 E 
 
7/18/2015 
 
JM/Rick H 
 
0-10 cm 10 YR 5/6 yellowish brown humic 
layer  
lithic flakes, tool base, roots 
    3232144 N      10-110 cm 10 YR 6/8 brownish yellow sand   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
110-140 cm 10 YR 6/8 brownish yellow sand 
(core)   
  
107 
 
Mr93? 
 
0398860 E 
 
7/18/2015 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-5 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown humic 
layer  
lithic flakes, roots, 
limestone 
        3232039 N           5-100 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand     
108 
 
N/A 
 
0402701 E 
 
7/19/2015 
 
RW/TG 
 
0-29 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown sandy 
loamy clay  
twigs, rocks 
  
  
  
  
3229568 N 
  
  
  
  
  
29-50 cm 10 YR 5/8 yellowish brown and 10 
YR 5/1 gray hard mottled clay   
  
109  Mr33  0398962 E  7/19/2015  RW/TG  0-17 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown sand  lithics, pottery, nuts, twigs 
 
 
 
 
3232069 N 
 
 
 
 
 
17-50 cm 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand 
with flecks of 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand  
 
          50-58 cm 10 YR 6/1 gray sand   
          58-120 cm 10 YR 8/4 very pale brown sand   
455 
 
                    120-170 cm core     
110 
 
Mr93? 
 
038934 E 
 
7/19/15-
7/26/15  
RW/TG/CB 
 
0-20 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sand 
 
lithic debitage, leaves, twigs, 
roots, nuts 
    3232133 N      20-83 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand   
          83-105 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sand   
                    105-165 cm core     
111 
 
Mr93? 
 
0398989 E 
 
7/26/2015 
 
RW/CB 
 
0-22 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown humic 
sand  
lithic flakes, roots, nuts 
    3232016 N      22-70 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
70-100 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown 
sand  
 
                    100-120 core     
112 
 
N/A 
 
0400350 E 
 
7/26/2015 
 
JM/RickH 
 
0-15 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown sandy 
clay  
bivalve and gastropod shell, 
fish scales 
    3230979 N      15-38 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray sandy clay   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
38-40 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown 
sand/clay/loam  
 
          40-45 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray sandy clay   
                    water table at 45 cm     
113 
 
N/A 
 
0400285 E 
 
7/26/2015 
 
RW/CB 
 
0-19 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown 
clayey sand  
bivalve and gastropod shell 
 
 
 
 
3231011 N 
 
 
 
 
 
19-32 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray 
clayey sand  
 
                    water table at 32 cm     
114 
 
Mr2195? 
 
0399074 E 
 
8/11/2015 
 
RJW/RyanH 
 
0-23 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown, 10 YR6/2 
light brownish gray, and 10 YR 5/3 brown 
mottled sand 
 
lithic flakes, nuts, roots, 
leaves, possible small 
pottery sherds deep in test, 
close to 100 cm depth 
 
 
 
 
 3231961 N 
 
 
 
 
 
23-68 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand 
 
 
          68-126 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown sand   
456 
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
126 water table, cored with no further 
recovery   
  
115 
 
Mr2195? 
 
0399028 E 
 
8/11/2015 
 
RJW/Ryan H 
 
0-17 cm 10 YR 7/3 very pale brown sand 
 
lithic flakes, roots, nuts, 
between 50-117 cm, 
recovery decreased toward 
bottom of tests 
    3231844 N      17-112 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand   
                    112-197 cm core with no further recovery     
116 
 
Mr2195? 
 
0399118 E 
 
8/11/2015 
 
RJW/Ryan H 
 
0-19 cm 10 YR 3/1 very dark gray humic 
sand  
 
    3231855 N      19-34 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand   
          34-77 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand   
          77-102 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown sand   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
102-132 cm core with no further recovery, 
water at 125 cm   
lithic flakes between 50 and 
102 cm, roots 
117  Mr2195?  0399160 E         
 
 
 
 
3231765 N 
 
8/11/2015 
 
RJW/Ryan H 
 
0-24 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray sand 
 
flakes between about 30 and 
135 cm, roots 
          24-95 cm 10 YR 8/2 very pale brown sand   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
95-113 cm 10 YR 4/4 dark yellowish brown 
sand  
 
                    113-205 core (2 flakes between 105-135 cm)   2 flakes 
118 
 
Mr2195? 
 
0399190 E 
 
8/11/2015 
 
RJW/Ryan H 
 
0-17 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray sand 
 
flakes between 10 and 116 
cm, lots around 100 cm 
deep, roots 
    3231699 N      17-31 cm 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown sand   
          31-116 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand   
          cored to about 176 cm deep   
119 
 
n/a 
 
0403162 E 
 
9/5/2015 
 
RJW/KK 
 
0-28 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
clay  
roots and wood, no artifacts 
457 
 
 
 
 
 
3230050 N 
 
 
 
 
 
28-46 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown mottled 
with 10 YR 5/8 yellowish brown clay  
 
120 
 
Mr1920 
 
0399673 E 
 
9/6/2015 
 
RJW/KK 
 
0-8 cm 10 YR 3/2 very dark grayish brown 
humic layer  
flakes between 28-76 
    3230813 N      8-76 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand   
121 
 
Mr1920 
 
0399615 E 
 
9/6/2015 
 
AT/MA 
 
0-70 cm 10 YR 7/2 light gray sand 
 
lots of flakes at 70-80 cm 
    3230895 N      70-80 "Feature" 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown   
122 
 
Mr1920 
 
0399548 E 
 
9/6/2015 
 
RW/KK 
 
0-20 cm 10 YR 2/1 black sand 
 
flakes below root level until 
33 cm (water level) 
    3230964 N      20-33 cm 10 YR 6/2 light brownish gray sand   
          water table at 33 cm (by river)   
123 
 
Mr1920 
 
0399383 E 
 
9/6/2015 
 
AT/MA 
 
0-70 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand 
 
flakes between 20-80 cm, 
roots 
    3231055 N      70-100 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown sand   
          water table at 100 cm   
124 
 
Mr1920  
 
0399333 E 
 
9/6/2015 
 
RW/KK 
 
0-7 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand 
 
flakes at 20 cm, pottery at 
40 cm, flake found at 155-
165 cm deep 
    3231125 N      7-15 cm 10 YR 8/3 very pale brown sand   
          15-90 cm 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand   
          90-115 10 YR 8/3 very pale brown sand   
          cored to about 195 cm deep   
125 
 
Mr1920 
 
0399281 E 
 
9/6/2015 
 
AT/MA 
 
0-9 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand 
 
lithics to 181 cm, tool btw 
171-181, flakes 127-191 in 
core 
    3231060 N    RW/KK  9-110 10 YR 8/4 very pale brown   
          cored to 215   
126  Mr1920  0399168 E  9/6/2015  RW/KK  0-22 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown sand  lithics, only 1 below 70 cm 
    3231230 N  9/7/2015    22-67 cm 10 YR 8/1 white sand   
458 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
67-90 cm 10 YR 2/2 very dark brown loamy 
sand at pot. "features" fades into 7.5 YR 
2.5/2 very dark brown loamy sand fades into 
7.5 YR 4/4 brown sand loamy sand, entire 
level is more compacted sand, seemed to be 
approaching hardpan 
 
excavated as potential 
features but lack artifacts 
and spread out to cover 
most of test at about 70-80 
cm depth. Maybe from 
rotten root, unsure origin. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
90-115 cm 10 YR 6/4 light yellowish brown 
sand  
 
127  n/a  0398825 E  9/7/2015  RW/KK  0-9 cm 10 YR 7/1 light gray sand  roots, no artifacts 
    3231130 N      9-100 cm 10 YR 8/4 very pale brown sand   
128  n/a  0398095 E  9/7/2015  RW/KK  0-10 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown   no artifacts, roots, nuts 
    3230966 N      10-25 cm 10 YR 5/3 brown sand   
          25-100 cm 10 YR 7/6 yellow sand   
129 
 
Mr93 
 
0398701 E 
 
9/7/2015 
 
RW/KK 
 
0-13 cm 10 YR 6/3 pale brown sand 
 
flakes, large ones lower and 
in core, 30-150 cm 
    3232047 N      13-112 cm 10 YR 6/6 brownish yellow sand   
          core to 210 cm    
130  n/a  0401286 E  9/13/2015  RW/KK  0-22 cm 7.5 YR 2.5/1 black clay  sterile 
    3230628 N      22-43 cm 10 YR 4/3 clay   
131 
 
8Mr3906 
 
0402107 E 
 
9/13/2015 
 
RW/AT 
 
0-28 cm 10 YR 2/1 black loamy sandy clay 
 
lots of pottery, lithics, bone, 
shell in top stratum 
    3230648 N  10/10/2015  RW/KK  28-33 cm 10 YR 5/2 grayish brown clay   
132 
 
Mr1920/Mr2195 
 
0399255 E 
 
10/10/2015 
 
RW/KK 
 
0-15 cm 10 YR 2/1 black loamy sand, humic 
 
lithic flakes 
    3231372 N      15-20 cm 10 YR 4/1 dark gray sand   
133  n/a  0401691 E  11/27/2015  RW/NW  0-20 cm 7.5 YR 2.5/1 black sandy clay  sterile 
    3231133 N      20-30 cm 10 YR 3/1 very dark gray clay   
134 
 
n/a 
 
0401922 E 
 
11/27/2015 
 
RW/NW 
 
0-20 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown 
clayey sand  
sterile 
459 
 
 
 
 
 
3232256 N 
 
 
 
 
 
20 and below 7.5 YR 4/1 dark gray clay with 
patches of 7.5 YR 6/8 reddish yellow clay  
 
135  n/a  0402891 E  11/27/2015  RW/NW  0-20? 7.5 YR 2.5/1 black sandy clay  sterile 
    3231707 N      20 and below 10 YR 3/1 very dark gray clay   
136  n/a  0401935 E  11/27/2015  RW/NW  0-20? 7.5 YR 2.5/1 black sandy clay  sterile 
    3231462 N      20 and below 10 YR 3/1 very dark gray clay   
137  n/a  0402044 E  11/27/2015  RW/NW  0-20? 7.5 YR 2.5/1 black sandy clay  sterile 
    3229790 N      20 and below 10 YR 3/1 very dark gray clay   
138 
 
n/a 
 
0397699 E 
 
11/27/2015 
 
RW/NW 
 
0-23 cm 10 YR 4/2 dark grayish brown 
loamy sand  
sterile 
 
 
 
 
3230233 N 
 
 
 
 
 
23-120 cm 10 YR 6/4 light yellowish brown 
and 10 YR 7/4 very pale brown medium sand  
 
 
  
460 
 
 
 
 
 
 
XIII. APPENDIX III: ARTIFACT CATALOG 
 
Cat. No. Provenience Date Contents Quantity Weight Comments 
8Mr33 Mound Near Silver 
Springs 
     
-15-1.1 ST109, 0-100 cm 7/19/2015 indeterminate incised sand-tempered 
body sherd 
1 1.4  
-15-1.2 ST109, 0-100 cm 7/19/2015 sand-tempered plain body sherds 2 1.2  
-15-1.3 ST109, 0-100 cm 7/19/2015 microtool 1 0.1 could be a borer 
-15-1.4 ST109, 0-100 cm 7/19/2015 secondary flakes 31 15.5 two prob thermally altered 
-15-1.5 ST109, 0-100 cm 7/19/2015 secondary decort flakes 7 16.8  
-15-1.6 ST109, 0-100 cm 7/19/2015 primary decort flake 1 0.4  
-15-1.7 ST109, 0-100 cm 7/19/2015 block shatter 2 0.6  
-15-1.8 ST109, 0-100 cm 7/19/2015 sand concretions, probably with 
hematite 
6 12.4  
-15-1.9 ST109, 0-100 cm 7/19/2015 probable hematite 1 0.3  
-15-1.10 ST109, 0-100 cm 7/19/2015 pebbles 8 7.3 limestone, sandstone 
-15-2.1 surface near ST109 7/19/2015 secondary flake 1 0.5  
8Mr53 Silver Run 
Midden/Silver 
River #3 
          
-14-1.1 ST58, 0-80 cm 12/19/2014 Alachua Net-Impressed body sherd, 
sand-tempered 
1 6.7  
-14-1.2 ST58, 0-80 cm 12/19/2014 sand-tempered plain body sherd 1 2.7  
-14-1.3 ST58, 0-80 cm 12/19/2014 unidentified bone fragments 5 8.7 4 fossilized, probably turtle and 
mammal bone 
461 
 
-14-1.4 ST58, 0-80 cm 12/19/2014 unifacial scraper 1 53.6 retouched on all sides 
-14-1.5 ST58, 0-80 cm 12/19/2014 secondary decort flake 1 3.5  
-14-1.6 ST58, 0-80 cm 12/19/2014 block shatter 8 21.7  
-14-1.7 ST58, 0-80 cm 12/19/2014 secondary flakes 18 54.2 lots of clay soil would not come 
off through washing, so cortex 
might be present on some of 
these. One appears to be non-
local chert 
-14-1.8 ST58, 0-80 cm 12/19/2014 chert-bearing limestone chunks 11 292.6 only a small sample of limestone 
was collected 
8Mr93 Impala           
-14-1.1 ST1, 0-100 cm 8/3/2014 expedient flake tool with use wear, 
probable scraper 
1 7.0  
-14-1.2 ST1, 0-100 cm 8/3/2014 secondary flakes 10 19.2 2 chert, 8 coral, some retouch 
flakes 
-14-1.3 ST1, 0-100 cm 8/3/2014 secondary decort flakes 3 126.1  
-14-1.4 ST1, 0-100 cm 8/3/2014 primary decort flakes 10 292.7 one with shell fossil 
-14-1.5 ST1, 0-100 cm 8/3/2014 block shatter 1 2.5  
-14-1.6 ST1, 0-100 cm 8/3/2014 poss. fossilized long bone frag 1 22.7  
-14-1.7 ST1, 0-100 cm 8/3/2014 modern shell frags  3 0.3 tiny gastropods 
-14-1.8 ST1, 0-100 cm 8/3/2014 charcoal 1 12.6 vial 
-14-2.1 ST21, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 secondary flakes 5 1.0  
-14-2.2 ST21, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 secondary decort flakes 2 3.6  
-14-3.1 ST20, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 secondary flakes 2 5.4  
-14-3.2 ST20, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 primary decort flake 1 17.3  
-14-4.1 ST22, 0-108 cm 8/16/2014 secondary flakes 10 6.0 some thermally altered, some 
patinated, one same material as 
Cactus Flower microtool? 
-14-4.2 ST22, 0-108 cm 8/16/2014 primary decort flakes 2 0.2  
-14-5.1 ST18, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 secondary flakes 5 2.8  
-14-5.2 ST18, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 St. Johns Plain body sherd 1 2.6  
-14-5.3 ST18, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 vertebrae 6 3.6 prob. snake 
-14-5.4 ST18, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 pebble 1 0.6  
462 
 
-14-6.1 ST18, 130-150 cm 8/16/2014 secondary flake 1 0.1  
-14-7.1 ST19, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 secondary flakes 10 4.1  
-14-7.2 ST19, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 secondary decort flakes 2 10.8  
-14-7.3 ST19, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 shell and shell frags 3 1.5 gastropod, other unidentified 
-14-7.4 ST19, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 limestone pebbles 2 5.7  
-14-7.5 ST19, 0-100 cm 8/16/2014 denticulate tool 1 11.9 on a curved flake with use-wear, 
possible shaft straightener 
(spokeshave) 
-15-1.1 surface near ST79 3/3/2015 side scraper on large primary decort 
flake with possible notching for hafting 
1 135.6  
-15-1.2 surface near ST79 3/3/2015 unifacial flake scraper with use-wear 1 32.0  
-15-1.3 surface near ST79 3/3/2015 secondary flakes 3 11.9  
-15-1.4 surface near ST79 3/3/2015 secondary decort flakes 2 42.5 one thermally-altered 
-15-1.5 surface near ST79 3/3/2015 block shatter with cortex 2 30.8  
-15-1.6 surface near ST79 3/3/2015 plastic lid 1 5.1 with writing "FOR N or M?" 
-15-1.7 surface near ST79 3/3/2015 patinated glass shard 1 6.0  
-15-1.8 surface near ST79 3/3/2015 limestone construction material 1 90.1  
-15-1.9 surface near ST79 3/3/2015 UID modern plastic/rubber 1 0.4  
-15-2.1 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 bone fragments 2 1.4 prob. turtle carapace 
-15-2.2 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 possible highly eroded utilized flake or 
scraper 
1 12.1 may be a flake 
-15-2.3 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 primary decort flakes 4 8.2  
-15-2.4 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 secondary decort flakes 3 6.1  
-15-2.5 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 secondary flakes 8 4.2  
-15-2.6 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 modern stone building material 3 61.2  
-15-2.7 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 limestone concretions/chunks 2 11.6  
-15-2.8 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 limestone building material 2 26.2  
-15-2.9 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 block shatter 8 28.7  
-15-2.10 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 UID building materials 20 22.5  
-15-2.11 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 hematite - natural and hematitic 
sandstone 
3 6.6  
-15-2.12 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 shells 3 1.1 small gastropods and other 
-15-2.13 ST79, 0-100 cm 3/3/2015 highly eroded chert or limestone 1 4.7  
463 
 
-15-3.1 ST78, 30-72 cm 3/3/2015 secondary flakes 2 0.5  
-15-4.1 ST77, 50-100 cm 3/3/2015 secondary flakes 2 3.2 1 retouch, 1 with poss. minor use-
wear 
-15-4.2 ST77, 50-100 cm 3/3/2015 secondary decort flake 1 0.7  
-15-4.3 ST77, 50-100 cm 3/3/2015 charcoal 1  one vial 
-15-5.1 surface near Indian 
Lodge area 
6/26/2015 secondary decort flake 1 11.0  
-15-5.2 surface near Indian 
Lodge area 
6/26/2015 secondary flakes 10 16.4  
-15-6.1 surface at Fort King 
Waterway Pioneer 
Village 
6/26/2015 large primary decort flake with 
retouch, possible spokeshave 
1 199.4  
-15-6.2 surface at Fort King 
Waterway Pioneer 
Village 
6/26/2015 utilized flake 1 4.5  
-15-6.3 surface at Fort King 
Waterway Pioneer 
Village 
6/26/2015 secondary flakes 5 7.9  
-15-6.4 surface at Fort King 
Waterway Pioneer 
Village 
6/26/2015 primary decort flake 1 1.3  
-15-7.1 ST106, 0-110 cm 7/18/2015 secondary flakes 19 19.7  
-15-7.2 ST106, 0-110 cm 7/18/2015 secondary decort flakes 3 1.6 2 thermally altered 
-15-7.3 ST106, 0-110 cm 7/18/2015 block shatter 2 1.3  
-15-7.4 ST106, 0-110 cm 7/18/2015 hematite concretion 1 12.2  
-15-8.1 ST110, 0-60 cm 7/19/2015 secondary flakes 13 7.0  
-15-8.2 ST110, 0-60 cm 7/19/2015 secondary decort flakes 8 8.4  
-15-8.3 ST110, 0-60 cm 7/19/2015 primary decort flakes 6 8.8  
-15-8.4 ST110, 0-60 cm 7/19/2015 block shatter 8 39.8  
-15-8.5 ST110, 0-60 cm 7/19/2015 smoothed pebbles 2 1.0  
-15-9.1 ST107, 0-100 cm 7/18/2015 secondary decort flakes 3 2.1  
-15-9.2 ST107, 0-100 cm 7/18/2015 secondary flakes 16 9.9 one prob. retouch 
464 
 
-15-10.1 ST105, 0-100 cm 7/18/2015 sand-tempered body sherd, incision 
below start of rim, possibly with 
charcoal temper as well 
1 4.3  
-15-10.2 ST105, 0-100 cm 7/18/2015 St. Johns Plain body sherd 1 0.4  
-15-10.3 ST105, 0-100 cm 7/18/2015 sand-tempered plain body sherds 1 0.8 very fine sand temper 
-15-10.4 ST105, 0-100 cm 7/18/2015 plain body sherds, appear to have grog 
temper and another substance eroded 
out, leaving holes in paste; probably 
limestone 
2 3.6  
-15-10.5 ST105, 0-100 cm 7/18/2015 pebble (hematite) 1 1.2  
-15-10.6 ST105, 0-100 cm 7/18/2015 secondary flakes 15 2.7  
-15-10.7 ST105, 0-100 cm 7/18/2015 secondary decort flakes 3 9.0  
-15-10.8 ST105, 0-100 cm 7/18/2015 primary decort flakes 3 4.7  
-15-10.9 ST105, 0-100 cm 7/18/2015 block shatter 2 2.1  
-15-11.1 ST105, 100-140 cm 7/18/2015 block shatter 1 0.6  
-15-12.1 ST107, 100-145 cm 7/18/2015 secondary flakes 2 1.4  
-15-13.1 ST111, 0-100 cm 7/26/2015 St. Johns indeterminate sherd 1 2.5 accidentally washed with brush 
and caused surface damage 
-15-13.2 ST111, 0-100 cm 7/26/2015 primary decort flake 1 7.5  
-15-13.3 ST111, 0-100 cm 7/26/2015 secondary decort flakes 7 51.6 one large piece may not be chert 
-15-13.4 ST111, 0-100 cm 7/26/2015 block shatter 8 34.4  
-15-13.5 ST111, 0-100 cm 7/26/2015 secondary flakes 31 34.3  
-15-13.6 ST111, 0-100 cm 7/26/2015 pebbles 6 1.1  
-15-13.7 ST111, 0-100 cm 7/26/2015 possible fossilized coral 8 14.0  
-15-14.1 ST111, 100-120 cm 7/26/2015 secondary flake 1 0.1  
-15-14.2 ST111, 100-120 cm 7/26/2015 primary decort flake 1 0.1  
-15-14.3 ST111, 100-120 cm 7/26/2015 pebble 1 0.4  
-15-15.1 surface, treefall 
disturbance near ST 
111 
7/26/2015 secondary flake 1 3.9  
-15-16.1 ST110, 62-100 cm 
and wall cleaning 
7/26/2015 utilized flakes, one possible awl with 
shell inclusion 
3 6.4  
465 
 
-15-16.2 ST110, 62-100 cm 
and wall cleaning 
7/26/2015 secondary flakes 33 22.9 one prepared flake 
-15-16.3 ST110, 62-100 cm 
and wall cleaning 
7/26/2015 secondary decort flakes 12 128.7  
-15-16.4 ST110, 62-100 cm 
and wall cleaning 
7/26/2015 primary decort flakes 14 50.7  
-15-16.5 ST110, 62-100 cm 
and wall cleaning 
7/26/2015 block shatter 14 23.0  
-15-17.1 ST110, 105-135 cm 7/26/2015 secondary decort flakes 2 0.4  
-15-18.1 ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 secondary flakes 110 37.7  
-15-18.2 ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 secondary decort flakes 20 16.5  
-15-18.3 ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 primary decort flakes 12 15.9 one with crystalline inclusion 
-15-18.4 ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 possible core, with use-wear, possible 
hammerstone and/or spokeshave 
1 80.2  
-15-18.5 ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 block shatter 6 2.3  
-15-18.6 ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 hematitic sandstone 3 3.5  
-15-18.7 ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 unidentified bone fragment 1 1.1  
-15-18.8 ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 scraper, retouched, use-wear, retains 
cortex 
1 4.8  
-15-18.9 ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 utilized flake 1 1.0  
-15-
18.10 
ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 pebbles 3 1.2  
-15-
18.11 
ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 possible sand-tempered sherd 1 1.5 accidentally washed? 
-15-
18.12 
ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 possible fossilized shell 7 6.5 reacts to HCl 
-15-
18.13 
ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 sandstone concretions 3 1.1  
-15-
18.14 
ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 limestone 1 3.8  
-15-
18.15 
ST114, 0-126 cm 8/11/2015 possible fossilized coral 19 4.9  
-15-19.1 ST114, 126-146 cm 8/11/2015 secondary flake 1 0.2  
466 
 
-15-20.1 ST114, 50-100 cm 8/11/2015 huge limestone chunk with fossil shell 
inclusions 
1 592.8 probably natural 
-15-21.1 ST115, 50-112 cm 8/11/2015 secondary flakes 14 5.3 2 probably thermally-altered 
-15-21.2 ST115, 50-112 cm 8/11/2015 secondary decort flakes 3 3.7  
-15-21.3 ST115, 50-112 cm 8/11/2015 biface fragment 1 3.8 33 mm at widest point 
-15-22.1 surface find by 
swamp near STs 
115-118 
8/11/2015 large secondary decort flake 1 10.3  
-15-23.1 ST116, 50-102 cm 8/11/2015 secondary flakes 27 6.1  
-15-23.2 ST116, 50-102 cm 8/11/2015 secondary decort flakes 10 10.4  
-15-23.3 ST116, 50-102 cm 8/11/2015 primary decort flakes 6 1.5  
-15-23.4 ST116, 50-102 cm 8/11/2015 block shatter 3 2.5  
-15-24.1 ST117, 30-113 cm 8/11/2015 primary decort flakes 2 1.2  
-15-24.2 ST117, 30-113 cm 8/11/2015 secondary decort flakes 2 1.5  
-15-24.3 ST117, 30-113 cm 8/11/2015 block shatter 3 2.9  
-15-24.4 ST117, 30-113 cm 8/11/2015 secondary flakes 37 10.8 including one bright red flake 
-15-24.5 ST117, 30-113 cm 8/11/2015 poss. graver on secondary flake 1 7.7  
-15-24.6 ST117, 30-113 cm 8/11/2015 utilized flake 1 2.0  
-15-25.1 ST117, 113-135 cm 8/11/2015 secondary flakes 3 0.2  
-15-25.2 ST117, 113-135 cm 8/11/2015 block shatter or limestone 1 0.3  
-15-26.1 ST118, 10-116 cm 8/11/2015 pottery crumbs, sand-tempered, 
surface appears to be roughened 
3 1.6 cannot determine what was used 
to roughen surface, but the sherds 
do not appear to be plain 
-15-26.2 ST118, 10-116 cm 8/11/2015 primary decort flakes 6 6.1  
-15-26.3 ST118, 10-116 cm 8/11/2015 secondary decort flakes 12 7.2  
-15-26.4 ST118, 10-116 cm 8/11/2015 block shatter 2 2.3  
-15-26.5 ST118, 10-116 cm 8/11/2015 secondary flakes 55 22.8 at least one thermally altered 
-15-26.6 ST118, 10-116 cm 8/11/2015 poss. utilized flake, only minor use-
wear 
1 5.3  
-15-27.1 "Brinton site" 
display on table 
6/26/2015 mammoth or mastodon long bone 
fragment 
1 1428.9  
-15-28.1 surface and display 
on table at "Brinton 
Site" 
6/26/2015 secondary flakes 5 4.2  
467 
 
-15-28.2 surface and display 
on table at "Brinton 
Site" 
6/26/2015 secondary decort flakes 3 1.8  
-15-28.3 surface and display 
on table at "Brinton 
Site" 
6/26/2015 primary decort flake 1 7.3  
-15-28.4 surface and display 
on table at "Brinton 
Site" 
6/26/2015 very large secondary decort flake, 
retouched on at least one side, fossil 
shell inclusions, prob. used as a heavy 
scraper 
1 488.3  
-15-29.1 ST129, 30-112 cm 9/7/2015 secondary decort flakes 8 8.4  
-15-29.2 ST129, 30-112 cm 9/7/2015 block shatter 1 0.3  
-15-29.3 ST129, 30-112 cm 9/7/2015 secondary flakes 8 2.3  
-15-29.4 ST129, 30-112 cm 9/7/2015 sandstone 2 1.7  
-15-30.1 ST129, 112-150 cm 9/7/2015 secondary flakes 3 12.6  
-15-30.2 ST129, 112-150 cm 9/7/2015 secondary decort flake 1 0.4  
8Mr532 Silver River #2           
-14-1.1 surface collection 8/5/2014 secondary flakes with retouch, 
expedient tools 
2 21.3  
-14-1.2 surface collection 8/5/2014 secondary decort flake with use-wear 1 25.2 minor inconclusive use-wear 
-14-1.3 surface collection 8/5/2014 primary decort flake 1 6.0  
-14-2.1 ST11, 0-50 cm  8/5/2014 grog-and-limestone tempered plain 
body sherd (Pasco Plain?) 
1 11.8 prob. Pasco Plain 
-14-2.2 ST11, 0-50 cm  8/5/2014 Alachua Cob-Marked (sand-tempered) 
body sherds 
2 9.5  
-14-2.3 ST11, 0-50 cm  8/5/2014 secondary flake with retouch 1 3.4  
-14-2.4 ST11, 0-50 cm  8/5/2014 secondary flakes 3 8.5  
-14-2.5 ST11, 0-50 cm 8/5/2014 secondary decort flakes 2 3.4  
-14-2.6 ST11, 0-50 cm 8/5/2014 primary decort flake 1 10.9  
-14-2.7 ST11, 0-50 cm 8/5/2014 prob core 1 69.7 could be block shatter 
-14-2.8 ST11, 0-50 cm 8/5/2014 chert or limestone chunks 3 74.6  
-14-2.9 ST11, 0-50 cm 8/5/2014 shell and shell frags 4 2.1 3 gastropods, 1 bivalve 
-14-2.10 ST11, 0-50 cm 8/5/2014 unidentified bone frags 5 1.0 one turtle carapace 
468 
 
-14-2.11 ST11, 0-50 cm 8/5/2014 prob. sweet gum tree seedpod 1 0.7 modern 
-14-2.12 ST11, 0-50 cm 8/5/2014 charcoal 1 5.2 vial 
-14-2.13 ST11, 0-50 cm  8/5/2014 charcoal 1 0.6 vial 
-14.3.1 surface 8/6/2014 large steeply flaked possible 
adze/woodworking tool with cortex 
1 188.2  
-14.3.2 surface 8/6/2014 possible core tool, cortical 1 76.9  
-14.3.3 surface 8/6/2014 probable core, cortical on one side 1 177.3  
-14.3.4 surface 8/6/2014 secondary decort flake, retouched, 
possible graver 
1 18.8  
-14.3.5 surface 8/6/2014 secondary flakes 2 16.8  
-14.3.6 surface 8/6/2014 block shatter 1 8.0  
-14-4.1 ST11, 50-100 cm 8/6/2014 secondary flake 1 2.6  
-14-4.2 ST11, 50-100 cm 8/6/2014 prob fossilized turtle carapace 1 3.4  
-14-4.3 ST11, 50-100 cm 8/6/2014 limestone chunks 23 227.1  
-14-4.4 ST11, 50-100 cm 8/6/2014 possible shell 1 1.7 fizzed with HCl 
-14-4.5 ST11, 50-100 cm 8/6/2014 sandstone pebble 1 0.4  
-14-5.1 ST11, core, 100-160 
cm 
8/6/2014 limestone pebble 1 0.5  
8Mr1082 Franklin 15           
-15-1.1 ST101, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 scraper with chisel end, possibly hafted 1 63.6  
-15-1.2 ST101, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 smooth shell? 1 0.2  
-15-1.3 ST101, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 secondary flakes 18 8.5  
-15-1.4 ST101, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 secondary decort flakes 5 5.4  
-15-1.5 ST101, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 primary decort flakes 3 0.6  
-15-1.6 ST101, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 block shatter 1 2.6  
-15-1.7 ST101, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 limestone chunks 7 7.7  
-15-2.1 ST100, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 nail fragments (wire) 3 1.2  
-15-2.2 ST100, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 probable snake vertebra 1 0.4  
-15-2.3 ST100, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 insulator fragments 11 12.0  
-15-2.4 ST100, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 modern rubber 6 2.7  
-15-2.5 ST100, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 shell frags, gastropod 4 2.8  
-15-2.6 ST100, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 turtle carapace  2 0.6  
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-15-2.7 ST100, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 probable wood fragments 2 6.5  
-15-2.8 ST100, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 secondary flake 1 1.0  
-15-2.9 ST100, 0-100 cm 7/15/2015 probable rock fill 12 78.2 ore, limestone, sandstone, other 
8Mr1083 F67           
-15-1.1 surface 10/30/2015 St. Johns Incised rim sherd 1 48.7 thick rim, thinning out into body, 
rim curves inward, possibly 
shallow bowl shape 
-15-1.2 surface 10/30/2015 indeterminate St. Johns body sherd 1 27.9 uneven and eroded surface 
-15-1.3 surface 10/30/2015 St. Johns Check-Stamped body sherd 1 8.0  
-15-1.4 surface 10/30/2015 block shatter 4 14.0  
-15-1.5 surface 10/30/2015 secondary decort flakes 3 24.2 1 thermally altered 
-15-1.6 surface 10/30/2015 secondary flakes 6 10.6 1 retouch flake 
-15-1.7 surface 10/30/2015 unidentified bone fragment 1 0.8  
-15-1.8 surface 10/30/2015 sand-tempered plain sherds 2 9.1 2 different vessels, one fine and 
one coarse 
-15-1.9 surface 10/30/2015 prob. Lochloosa Punctated body sherd 1 9.0 sand-tempered 
-15-1.10 surface 10/30/2015 indeterminate stamped sand-tempered 
body sherd 
1 8.6 possibly cob-marked or fabric-
impressed (or both) 
-15-1.11 surface 10/30/2015 poss. Alachua Cob-Marked body sherd 1 11.2 shallow impression, eroded 
surface 
8Mr1878 Cactus Flower           
-15-1.1 ST99, 20-105 cm 7/11/2015 block shatter 2 0.8  
-15-1.2 ST99, 20-105 cm 7/11/2015 secondary flakes 13 15.1 1 partially prepared 
-15-1.3 ST99, 20-105 cm 7/11/2015 secondary decort flakes 8 7.0  
-15-1.4 ST99, 20-105 cm 7/11/2015 primary decort flakes 4 6.9  
-15-2.1 ST98, 0-94 cm 7/11/2015 poss. unifacial microtool, maybe an awl 1 0.3  
-15-2.2 ST98, 0-94 cm 7/11/2015 secondary flakes 22 10.8  
-15-2.3 ST98, 0-94 cm 7/11/2015 primary decort flakes 2 0.9  
-15-2.4 ST98, 0-94 cm 7/11/2015 sandstone 1 1.3  
8Mr1920 Oak Hammock           
-15-1.1 ST126, 0-70 cm 9/6/2015 secondary decort flakes 9 9.1  
-15-2.1 ST126, 70 cm 9/7/2015 secondary flake 1 0.5  
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-15-3.1 ST125, 127-192 cm 9/6/2015 secondary flakes (one piece broke in 2) 3 0.1 probably retouch flakes 
-15-3.2 ST125, 127-192 cm 9/6/2015 secondary decort flake 2 1.2  
-15-4.1 ST125, 171-181 cm 9/6/2015 biface, possible hammerstone, possibly 
hafted  
1 59.8 approx. 8 cm long, 4 cm wide, 
crudely made. Small flake chipped 
off in bag. 
-15-5.1 ST125, 0-110 cm 9/6/2015 St. Johns Plain body sherds 2 4.1  
-15-5.2 ST125, 0-110 cm 9/6/2015 sand-tempered plain body sherds 4 4.5  
-15-5.3 ST125, 0-110 cm 9/6/2015 crude sand-tempered sherd, broken in 
2 
2 4.0  
-15-5.4 ST125, 0-110 cm 9/6/2015 secondary flakes 10 6.7 2 thermally-altered 
-15-5.5 ST125, 0-110 cm 9/6/2015 primary decort flake 1 2.5  
-15-5.6 ST125, 0-110 cm 9/6/2015 broken biface fragment 1 7.1 cortex remains 
-15-5.7 ST125, 0-110 cm 9/6/2015 concretion 1 2.9  
-15-6.1 surface near ST125 9/6/2015 secondary decort flake 1 1.5 recovered near freshly disturbed 
soil, may have been in topsoil of 
ST125 removed by Tafani and 
Assaad 
-15-7.1 ST124, 155-165 cm 9/6/2015 secondary decort flake 1 2.3  
-15-8.1 ST124, 0-115 cm 9/6/2015 St. Johns Check-Stamped rim sherds 
and sherdlets, 3 mendable 
11 28.4 possibly some sand in the St. 
Johns paste 
-15-8.2 ST124, 0-115 cm 9/6/2015 sand-tempered plain body sherd 1 4.8  
-15-8.3 ST124, 0-115 cm 9/6/2015 secondary flakes 12 4.7  
-15-8.4 ST124, 0-115 cm 9/6/2015 secondary decort flakes 3 2.0  
-15-8.5 ST124, 0-115 cm 9/6/2015 primary decort flakes 2 0.2  
-15-8.6 ST124, 0-115 cm 9/6/2015 secondary flake, possibly small amount 
of use-wear 
1 1.6  
-15-8.7 ST124, 0-115 cm 9/6/2015 concretion 1 0.9  
-15-8.8 ST124, 0-115 cm 9/6/2015 charcoal n/a   
-15-9.1 ST122, 0-33 cm 9/6/2015 charcoal n/a 0.3  
-15-9.2 ST122, 0-33 cm 9/6/2015 block shatter 1 0.2  
-15-9.3 ST122, 0-33 cm 9/6/2015 secondary flakes 24 5.0 mostly retouch flakes 
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-15-9.4 ST122, 0-33 cm 9/6/2015 secondary decort flake 1 0.1  
-15-10.1 ST120, 0-76 cm 9/6/2015 primary decort flakes 3 3.4  
-15-10.2 ST120, 0-76 cm 9/6/2015 secondary decort flakes 10 12.9  
-15-10.3 ST120, 0-76 cm 9/6/2015 secondary flakes 42 16.1  
-15-10.4 ST120, 0-76 cm 9/6/2015 block shatter 3 1.2  
-15-10.5 ST120, 0-76 cm 9/6/2015 hematitic concretion 1 1.2  
-15-11.1 ST121, 10-89 cm 9/6/2015 secondary flakes 11 4.4  
-15-11.2 ST121, 10-89 cm 9/6/2015 secondary decort flakes 4 13.9  
-15-11.3 ST121, 10-89 cm 9/6/2015 block shatter 2 1.6  
-15-12.1 ST123, 20-80 cm 9/6/2015 secondary flakes 5 1.0  
-15-12.2 ST123, 20-80 cm 9/6/2015 secondary decort flake 1 0.7  
-15-12.3 ST123, 20-80 cm 9/6/2015 primary decort flake 1 0.1  
-15-12.4 ST123, 20-80 cm 9/6/2015 block shatter 2 0.3  
8Mr1921 Silver River State 
Park site 
          
-15-1.1 surface, brick scatter 8/13/2015 brick with mortar 1 324.9 9.5 cm long, 1.2 cm of mortar, 
approx. 5 cm and 7 cm on broken 
ends 
-15-2.1 surface, main brick 
scatter 
8/13/2015 brick fragment, red 1 700.9 10.2 cm on broken end x 5.3 cm x 
8.5 cm 
-15-3.1 surface, near bike 
trail 
11/11/2015 oil can, blue 1   
8Mr1922 Canoe Launch           
-15-1.1 surface, hog 
damaged ground 
6/26/2015 secondary decort flake, broken 1 1.4  
-15-2.1 ST60, 25-45 cm 1/17/2015 nail fragments 6 5.5 2 probably wrought, two probably 
wire, two indeterminate because 
too small to tell 
-15-2.2 ST60, 25-45 cm 1/17/2015 green glass shards, curved 4 6.4  
-15-2.3 ST60, 25-45 cm 1/17/2015 clear glass shards, flat 2 1.9 two different thicknesses 
-15-2.4 ST60, 25-45 cm 1/17/2015 UID bone fragments, small 3 0.6  
-15-2.5 ST60, 25-45 cm 1/17/2015 limestone frags 2 6.5  
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-15-2.6 ST60, 25-45 cm 1/17/2015 brick fragments 17 54.5 two with a lighter shade refit 
-15-2.7 ST60, 25-45 cm 1/17/2015 sand concretions 4 4.0  
-15-2.8 ST60, 25-45 cm 1/17/2015 charcoal 1 0.6 1 vial 
-15-3.1 ST61, 0-50 cm 1/18/2015 curved clear glass 2 2.3  
-15-3.2 ST61, 0-50 cm 1/18/2015 sand-tempered body sherd, uneven 
surface 
1 8.0  
-15-3.3 ST61, 0-50 cm 1/18/2015 sand-tempered plain body sherd, low 
fired 
1 2.2  
-15-3.4 ST61, 0-50 cm 1/18/2015 unident. metal fragment 1 0.5  
-15-3.5 ST61, 0-50 cm 1/18/2015 chalk 1 0.3  
-15-3.6 ST61, 0-50 cm 1/18/2015 hematitic pebbles 12 4.2 maybe some metal fragments 
mixed in 
-15-4.1 ST61, below 50 cm 1/18/2015 secondary flake 1 0.4  
-15-4.2 ST61, below 50 cm 1/18/2015 hematitic pebbles 3 0.3  
-15-5.1 brick scatter #1 1/17/2015 brick, large quartz temper 1 770.8 "2" on one side, 11 x 6.4 x 6.8 cm 
8Mr1925 Concrete Structure           
-15-1.1 within concrete vat, 
large rectangular vat 
under root mat 
5/18/2015 broken animal tooth, UID, forked root 1 0.8  
-15-1.2 within concrete vat, 
large rectangular vat 
under root mat 
5/18/2015 UID bone, poss. scapula? 1 1.5  
-15-1.3 within concrete vat, 
large rectangular vat 
under root mat 
5/18/2015 concrete fragments 3 0.4  
-15-2.1 surface 5/18/2015 clear glass Bell jar with cup 
measurements on side, "P-nuttiest!" on 
bottom, along with "13  8" and "Bell", 
screw top rim 
1 254.0 probably a Peter Pan peanut 
butter jar, based on style of Ball 
logo, probably later than 1960 
-15-3.1 surface 5/18/2015 one-liter clear glass liquor bottle with 
"AA" embossed on side, "one liter" at 
bottom, threaded rim, machine made, 
bottom (base) reads "V 4107 liquor 
bottle 18 N 39" 
1 545.5 likely post-1980 due to use of 
metric system, probably an 
Ancient Age whiskey bottle 
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-15-4.1 surface near vat 6/15/2015 aqua glass jar (?) partial base and body 
shard 
1 53.1  
-15-4.2 surface near vat 6/15/2015 clear glass jar (?) fragment (body) 1 7.0  
8Mr2195 Boardwalk           
-14-1.1 ST41, 100-150 cm 9/6/2014 secondary flakes 4 0.8  
-14-2.1 ST40, 100-150 cm 9/6/2014 secondary flakes 3 0.2 probably from pressure flaking 
-14-2.2 ST40, 100-150 cm 9/6/2014 block shatter 1 2.3  
-14-3.1 ST43, 30-100 cm 9/6/2014 secondary flakes 22 11.7  
-14-3.2 ST43, 30-100 cm 9/6/2014 secondary decort flakes 7 3.3  
-14-3.3 ST43, 30-100 cm 9/6/2014 block shatter 1 0.3  
-14-3.4 ST43, 30-100 cm 9/6/2014 possible utilized flake, blade-shaped 1 2.9  
-14-3.5 ST43, 30-100 cm 9/6/2014 secondary flake with possible retouch 1 2.2  
-14-4.1 ST 42, 100-150 cm 9/6/2014 secondary flakes 3 1.1  
-14-4.2 ST 42, 100-150 cm 9/6/2014 sandstone 1 0.3  
-14-5.1 ST40, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 secondary decort flake tool, usewear, 
possible graver 
1 49.0  
-14-5.2 ST40, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 cortical chunk formed into heavy 
unifacial tool, possibly adze 
1 247.3  
-14-5.3 ST40, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 utilized flakes 2 5.2  
-14-5.4 ST40, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 secondary flakes 79 32.4  
-14-5.5 ST40, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 secondary decort flakes 19 16.0  
-14-5.6 ST40, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 primary decort flakes 19 9.1  
-14-5.7 ST40, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 block shatter 15 20.9  
-14-5.8 ST40, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 hematitic concretions, possibly for use 
as pigment (ochre) 
2 10.4  
-14-5.9 ST40, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 utilized primary decortication flake 1 1.5  
-14-6.1 ST42, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 bifacial scraper, possibly hafted 1 37.5  
-14-6.2 ST42, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 secondary flakes 38 13.1  
-14-6.3 ST42, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 secondary decort flakes 3 4.4  
-14-6.4 ST42, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 primary decort flakes 5 5.8  
-14-6.5 ST42, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 block shatter 5 4.1  
-14-6.6 ST42, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 pebble 1 0.5  
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-14-6.7 ST42, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 seed husk 1 > 0.1  
-14-7.1 ST41, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 secondary flakes, one possible utilized 
flake 
37 21.9  
-14-7.2 ST41, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 secondary decort flakes 9 58.8  
-14-7.3 ST41, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 primary decort flakes 7 2.4  
-14-7.4 ST41, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 block shatter 4 18.1  
-14-7.5 ST41, 0-100 cm 9/6/2014 pebble 1 0.6  
-14-8.1 surface near burrow 9/6/2014 secondary flakes 5 3.5 17 R 399191 E 3231661 N 
-14-9.1 ST46, 0-80 cm 10/19/2014 fine sand-tempered plain body sherd 1 2.3 appears almost temperless 
-14-9.2 ST46, 0-80 cm 10/19/2014 secondary flakes 10 5.5  
-14-9.3 ST46, 0-80 cm 10/19/2014 prob utilized flake with ventral retouch 1 6.5  
-14-10.1 ST50, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 secondary flakes 2 2.0  
-14-10.2 ST50, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 smooth pebble 1 0.5  
-14-11.1 ST47, 20-100 cm 10/19/2014 sand-tempered plain rim sherds 2 2.0 mendable 
-14-11.2 ST47, 20-100 cm 10/19/2014 sand-tempered plain body sherds 6 8.3 one body sherd mends to the two 
rim sherds 
-14-11.3 ST47, 20-100 cm 10/19/2014 secondary flakes 42 9.8 several thermally altered; 
frequently preparing surfaces at 
site 
-14-11.4 ST47, 20-100 cm 10/19/2014 secondary decort flakes 22 28.1 some thermally altered 
-14-11.5 ST47, 20-100 cm 10/19/2014 primary decort flakes 8 7.6  
-14-11.6 ST47, 20-100 cm 10/19/2014 block shatter 4 21.2  
-14-11.7 ST47, 20-100 cm 10/19/2014 hematitic sandstone 6 14.2  
-14-11.8 ST47, 20-100 cm 10/19/2014 pebble 1 0.2  
-14-11.9 ST47, 20-100 cm 10/19/2014 utilized secondary flake, use-wear on 
one edge, one possible retouch flake 
scar 
1 8.0  
-14-
11.10 
ST47, 20-100 cm 10/19/2014 possible utilized flakes (minor use-
wear) 
2 3.2 one thermally-altered 
-14-12.1 ST44, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 secondary flakes 61 41.2 some thermally altered; fewer 
flakes after 50 cm deep 
-14-12.2 ST44, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 secondary decort flakes 23 41.4  
-14-12.3 ST44, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 primary decort flakes 6 9.5  
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-14-12.4 ST44, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 block shatter 3 2.3  
-14-12.5 ST44, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 hematite/ochre 3 1.7  
-14-12.6 ST44, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 large secondary decort flake poss. used 
as an expedient tool, but eroded 
1 38.2  
-14-13.1 ST48, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 sand-and-charcoal tempered body 
sherd, eroded surface 
1 2.3  
-14-13.2 ST48, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 biface fragment, possibly 
subrectangular base 
1 13.7 prob below 90 cm deep 
-14-13.3 ST48, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 secondary flakes 12 1.8  
-14-13.4 ST48, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 secondary decort flakes 2 1.8  
-14-13.5 ST48, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 primary decort flakes 6 2.9  
-14-13.6 ST48, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 block shatter 2 2.3  
-14-13.7 ST48, 0-100 cm 10/19/2014 sandstone 5 3.3  
-14-14.1 ST45, 0-116 cm  10/19/2014 Alachua Cob-Marked body sherd 1 14.9  
-14-14.2 ST45, 0-116 cm  10/19/2014 sand-tempered plain body sherd 1 0.9 possibly with some charcoal 
temper mixed in 
-14-14.3 ST45, 0-116 cm  10/19/2014 St. Johns Plain body sherd, eroded 
surface 
1 0.6  
-14-14.4 ST45, 0-116 cm  10/19/2014 secondary flakes 57 22.9  
-14-14.5 ST45, 0-116 cm  10/19/2014 secondary decort flakes 6 19.6  
-14-14.6 ST45, 0-116 cm  10/19/2014 primary decort flakes 3 5.6  
-14-14.7 ST45, 0-116 cm  10/19/2014 block shatter 5 3.1  
-14-14.8 ST45, 0-116 cm  10/19/2014 large but light porous rock 1 12.0  
-14-14.9 ST45, 0-116 cm  10/19/2014 hematitic sandstone concretions 9 13.9  
-14-
14.10 
ST45, 0-116 cm  10/19/2014 charcoal 1 2.8 1 vial 
-14-
14.11 
ST45, 0-116 cm  10/19/2014 charred seed 1 0.2  
-14-15.1 surface 10/19/2014 probable utilized flake 1 11.1 17R 399169 E 3231652 N 
-14-16.1 ST49, 0-104 cm 10/19/2014 secondary flakes 3 3.2  
-15-1.1 ST132, 0-20 cm 10/10/2015 secondary flakes 13 4.2 charcoal collected but discarded 
due to modern origin 
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8Mr2402 Sharps Ferry Office           
-14-1.1 ST36 (shallow) 8/23/2014 clear glass shard 1 1.8  
-14-1.2 ST36 (shallow) 8/23/2014 solarized glass shard 1 3.6  
-14-1.3 ST36 (shallow) 8/23/2014 bent wire nail 1 4.6  
-14-1.4 ST36 (shallow) 8/23/2014 unidentified small metal fragment 1 0.4  
-14-1.5 ST36 (shallow) 8/23/2014 brick fragments 5 14.4  
-14-1.6 ST36 (shallow) 8/23/2014 secondary decort. flake 1 0.4  
-14-2.1 ST37, 0-62 cm 8/23/2014 milk glass shard 1 1.8  
-14-2.2 ST37, 0-62 cm 8/23/2014 clear window glass shard 1 3.9  
-14-2.3 ST37, 0-62 cm 8/23/2014 clear curved glass shards 6 9.3 bottle or container 
-14-2.4 ST37, 0-62 cm 8/23/2014 amethyst glass shards 5 15.7 one with incising (etching) 
-14-2.5 ST37, 0-62 cm 8/23/2014 whiteware sherds 2 4.7  
-14-2.6 ST37, 45-62 cm 8/23/2014 secondary flakes 5 2.5  
-14-2.7 ST37, 45-62 cm 8/23/2014 secondary decort flakes 2 2.2  
-14-2.8 ST37, 0-62 cm 8/23/2014 unmodified pebble 1 1.0  
-14-3.1 ST38, about 60 cm 8/23/2014 secondary flake 1 1.0  
-14-4.1 ST34, 39-69 cm 8/23/2014 secondary flakes 3 4.1  
-14-4.2 ST34, 39-69 cm 8/23/2014 secondary decort flakes 3 2.7  
-14-4.3 ST34, 39-69 cm 8/23/2014 concretion (limestone) 1 0.3  
-14-4.4 ST34, 39-69 cm 8/23/2014 hematitic sandstone 2 2.4  
-14-5.1 surface 8/23/2014 amethyst glass shard, prob. bottle frag 1 20.8 17 R 0401278 E 3229007 N 
-14-6.1 ST35, 0-50 cm 8/23/2014 secondary flakes, one with possible 
retouch 
2 2.0  
-14-6.2 ST35, 0-50 cm 8/23/2014 secondary decort flake, poss. use-wear 1 4.9  
-14-6.3 ST35, 0-50 cm 8/23/2014 secondary decort. flake 1 1.8  
-14-7.1 core in mounded 
area (palmetto root 
ball) 
8/23/2014 secondary flake 1 0.6  
-14-9.1 ST51, 30-40 cm 12/18/2014 secondary flake/shatter 1 0.5  
-14-10.1 ST52, 40 cm 12/18/2014 secondary decort flake with fossil shell 
inclusion 
1 2.6  
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8Mr2451 Friendly Tortoise           
-14-1.1 ST14, 70-100 cm 8/7/2014 secondary flake 1 1.0  
-14-1.2 ST14, 70-100 cm 8/7/2014 primary decort flakes 3 6.8  
-14-1.3 ST14, 70-100 cm 8/7/2014 chert chunk 1 8.4  
-14-1.4 ST14, 70-100 cm 8/7/2014 clay ball 1 1.3  
8Mr2452 Suburban 
Sanctuary 
          
-14-1.1 ST3, 0-100 cm 8/3/2014 secondary flakes 3 1.4  
-14-1.2 ST3, 0-100 cm 8/3/2014 possible utilized flake, very minor use-
wear 
1 1.2  
-14-2.1 ST6, 70-80 cm 8/4/2014 secondary flake, complete 1 1.5 broke in two after dropped in lab 
8Mr2703 Ishti Semoli           
-15-1.1 ST62, 50 cm 1/25/2015 secondary decort flake 1 11.1  
-15-2.1 ST63, 65 cm 1/25/2015 secondary decort flake 1 0.5  
-15-2.2 ST63, 65 cm 1/25/2015 primary decort flake 1 0.6  
-15-3.1 ST65, 19-100 cm 1/25/2015 secondary flakes 6 6.6 silicified coral 
-15-3.2 ST65, 19-100 cm 1/25/2015 block shatter 1 0.4  
-15-4.1 ST66, 85-90 cm 1/25/2015 secondary decort flakes 2 1.5  
-15-4.2 ST66, 85-90 cm 1/25/2015 primary decort flakes 2 0.4  
-15-5.1 ST67, 20-100 cm 1/25/2015 secondary flakes 3 2.8 2 thermally altered 
-15-5.2 ST67, 20-100 cm 1/25/2015 secondary decort flakes 1 1.2  
-15-5.3 ST67, 20-100 cm 1/25/2015 primary decort flakes 2 1.5  
-15-6.1 ST69, 38 cm 1/25/2015 primary decort flake 1 0.8  
-15-7.1 ST71, 19-100 cm 1/25/2015 secondary flakes 134 49.3 some are retouch flakes 
-15-7.2 ST71, 19-100 cm 1/25/2015 secondary decort flakes 31 24.5  
-15-7.3 ST71, 19-100 cm 1/25/2015 primary decort flakes 11 3.8  
-15-7.4 ST71, 19-100 cm 1/25/2015 large chert cortical shatter, possible 
core 
1 152.0  
-15-7.5 ST71, 19-100 cm 1/25/2015 block shatter 5 2.0  
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-15-7.6 ST71, 19-100 cm 1/25/2015 secondary decort flakes with single 
retouch flake scar on each, possible 
spokeshaves 
2 24.5  
-15-7.7 ST71, 19-100 cm 1/25/2015 secondary flake, possible blade 1 1.3  
-15-8.1 ST70, 55-100 cm 1/25/2015 secondary flake 1 0.3  
-15-8.2 ST70, 55-100 cm 1/25/2015 secondary decort flake 1 1.0  
-15-8.3 ST70, 55-100 cm 1/25/2015 primary decort flake 3 3.5  
-15-9.1 ST64, 75-120 cm 1/25/2015 secondary flakes 2 0.6  
-15-9.2 ST64, 75-120 cm 1/25/2015 secondary decort flake 1 1.0  
-15-9.3 ST64, 75-120 cm 1/25/2015 block shatter 1 2.2  
-15-9.4 ST64, 75-120 cm 1/25/2015 charcoal 1 2.8 1 vial 
-15-10.1 ST73, 0-95 cm 2/22/2015 secondary flakes 121 69.0 some thermally altered 
-15-10.2 ST73, 0-95 cm 2/22/2015 secondary decort flakes 29 35.5 some thermally altered 
-15-10.3 ST73, 0-95 cm 2/22/2015 primary decort flakes 4 8.4  
-15-10.4 ST73, 0-95 cm 2/22/2015 block shatter 8 3.0  
-15-11.1 ST76, 50-100 cm 2/22/2015 secondary flakes 7 3.5 2 very weathered flakes 
-15-11.2 ST76, 50-100 cm 2/22/2015 primary decort flake 1 0.1  
-15-12.1 ST72, 22-100 cm 2/22/2015 secondary flakes 37 16.4 some thermally altered, at least 4 
different colors/textures for 
lithics, most coral 
-15-12.2 ST72, 22-100 cm 2/22/2015 secondary decort flakes 5 1.0  
-15-12.3 ST72, 22-100 cm 2/22/2015 primary decort flake 1 0.8  
-15-12.4 ST72, 22-100 cm 2/22/2015 block shatter 1 0.4  
-15-12.5 ST72, 22-100 cm 2/22/2015 unworked limestone pebbles 3 0.7  
-15-13.1 ST74, 0-100 cm 2/22/2015 secondary flakes 17 5.5  
-15-13.2 ST74, 0-100 cm 2/22/2015 block shatter 1 0.3  
-15-13.3 ST74, 0-100 cm 2/22/2015 hematitic sandstone 6 7.6  
-15-14.1 ST87, 20-70 cm 5/17/2015 secondary flake with retouch 1 4.5  
-15-14.2 ST87, 20-70 cm 5/17/2015 secondary flakes 4 0.3  
-15-14.3 ST87, 20-70 cm 5/17/2015 shell fragments 2 0.1 one shell broke in the lab 
-15-15.1 ST88, 70-100 cm 5/17/2015 secondary flake 1 0.7  
-15-15.2 ST88, 70-100 cm 5/17/2015 secondary decort flake 1 2.4  
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-15-16.1 ST89, 100 cm 5/17/2015 proximal end of corner-notched 
stemmed projectile point, probable 
Lafayette point (or maybe Broward) 
1 16.0 chert with fossil inclusion 
-15-16.2 ST89, 40-110 cm 5/17/2015 secondary flakes 4 5.2  
-15-16.3 ST89, 40-110 cm 5/17/2015 unidentified fossil 1 0.2  
-15-17.1 ST90, 70-120 cm 5/17/2015 secondary flakes 2 2.1  
-15-17.2 ST90, 70-120 cm 5/17/2015 secondary decort flakes 2 0.3  
-15-17.3 ST90, 70-120 cm 5/17/2015 pebbles (limestone) 2 0.6  
-15-17.4 ST90, 70-120 cm 5/17/2015 unidentified probable fossil 1 2.2  
8Mr3214 Marshall 
Plantation 
          
-14-1.1 surface 8/24/2014 rusted metal implement, probable 
agricultural machinery part  
1 233.3 rusty, some is chipping off; 17R 
0400954E 3229241N 
-14-2.1 surface, limestone 
foundation 
9/4/2014 cut limestone foundation sample 1 61.5  
-14-3.1 brick scatter 8/24/2014 brick fragment, red with evidence of 
mortar 
1 820.9 5.8 cm x 8.5 cm x 11 cm (broken 
side) 
8Mr3266 Mystery Snail 
Midden 
          
-14-1.1 ST8, 0-42 cm 8/5/2014 gastropod shell (probable Pomatiopsis 
lapidaria) 
5 4.9 shell has mud in it, increasing 
weight 
-14-1.2 ST8, 0-42 cm 8/5/2014 gastropod shell (probable Pomacea 
paludosa) 
5 41.0 shell has mud in it, increasing 
weight 
-14-1.3 ST8, 0-42 cm 8/5/2014 bivalve shell (poss. Lampsilis australis or 
Villosa lenosa) 
3 45.5 shell has mud in it, increasing 
weight 
-14-1.4 ST8, 0-42 cm 8/5/2014 UID gastropod shell 1 0.4 shell has mud in it, increasing 
weight 
-14-1.5 ST8, 0-42 cm 8/5/2014 shell fragments 8 0.1 shell has mud in it, increasing 
weight 
-14-2.1 surface 8/5/2014 gastropod shell, prob modern 1 4.5  
-14-3.1 ST10, 0-20 cm 8/5/2014 gastropod shell, prob Goniobasis clenchi 1 0.4  
-14-4.1 ST7, 0-19 cm 8/5/2014 gastropod shell (prob Goniobasis clenchi) 1 0.5  
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-14-4.2 ST7, 0-19 cm 8/5/2014 gastropod shell (prob Pomatiopsis 
lapidaria) 
9 15.5  
-14-4.3 ST7, 0-19 cm 8/5/2014 bivalve shell and frags 14 4.2  
-14-4.4 ST7, 0-19 cm 8/5/2014 gastropod shell (prob Pomacea paludosa 
frags) 
4 0.9  
-14-4.5 ST7, 0-19 cm 8/5/2014 UID gastropod shells 2 0.8 flat and conical shell 
-14-4.6 ST7, 0-19 cm 8/5/2014 shell fragments 6 0.3  
-14-4.7 ST7, 0-19 cm 8/5/2014 pull tab beer can fragments 5 14.1  
Mr3746 Paradise Park 
Resort 
          
-15-1.1 surface 6/26/2015 milk glass shard 1 17.4  
-15-1.2 surface 6/26/2015 clear glass jar base, slightly incurvate, 
concentric circles on base with .8. in 
middle and "-D" on side 
1 75.2  
-15-1.3 surface 6/26/2015 base and approximately 1/2 of Nehi 
soda bottle, clear glass  
1 190.5 "DESIGN PAT'D MAR 3,25" 
and "4 257" written on bottom 
ring above base, some yellow 
paint remains from label, hatched 
glass pattern along sides 
-15-1.4 surface 6/26/2015 glazed earthenware (whiteware?) rim 
sherd, scalloped rim, check-pattern, 
cream colored glaze 
1 15.9  
-15-1.5 surface 6/26/2015 large blue glazed earthenware rim 
sherd, curvilinear design along the rim, 
wave design on body, large vessel 
1 91.4 might be a planter 
Mr3902 Carmichael Ridge           
-15-1.1 surface, MS 
collection 
unknown Alachua Cob-Marked body sherds 5 115.8 all mendable 
-15-1.2 surface, MS 
collection 
unknown sand-tempered plain body sherds 5 30.2 one with some brushing, probably 
from smoothing 
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-15-1.3 surface, MS 
collection 
unknown sand-tempered plain rim sherd, uneven 
surface 
1 29.0  
-15-1.4 surface, MS 
collection 
unknown biface fragment, cortical, thermally 
altered 
1 12.9  
-15-1.5 surface, MS 
collection 
unknown secondary flakes 2 20.0  
-15-1.6 surface, MS 
collection 
unknown blown bottle glass shard, patinated, 
clear with aqua tint 
1 36.6 scar along side, embossed label 
reads "A ORKS A" 
-15-1.7 surface, MS 
collection 
unknown long bone fragment 1 18.6  
-15-1.8 surface, MS 
collection 
unknown turtle carapace fragments 4 5.2  
-15-1.9 surface, MS 
collection 
unknown unidentified bone fragments 2 2.1  
-15-1.10 surface, MS 
collection 
unknown alligator scute 1 6.4  
-15-2.1 surface along horse 
trail 
6/4/2015 large probable adze, steeply flaked, 
unifacial 
1 413.6  
-15-3.1 surface 6/4/2015 indeterminate incised grit-and-sand-
tempered body sherd 
1 34.8 thick 
-15-3.2 surface 6/4/2015 secondary decort flake 1 1.0  
-15-3.3 surface 6/4/2015 primary decort flake 1 6.4  
-15-3.4 surface 6/4/2015 turtle carapace fragment 1 7.1  
-15-3.5 surface 6/4/2015 indeterminate bone fragment 1 1.3  
-15-3.6 surface 6/4/2015 bivalve shell fragments 2 2.4  
-15-3.7 surface 6/4/2015 softshell turtle carapace fragment 1 2.7  
-15-4.1 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 St. Johns Check-Stamped body sherd 1 1.7  
-15-4.2 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 sand-tempered body sherd with 
incision on one side (prob. inside) 
1 5.4  
-15-4.3 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 sand-tempered plain body sherds 5 4.2  
-15-4.4 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 secondary/retouch flake 1 <0.1  
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-15-4.5 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 unident. bone fragments 6 1.7  
-15-4.6 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 natural hematite pebbles, water-
deposited 
10 5.0  
-15-4.7 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 turtle carapace fragments 7 7.8 most burnt 
-15-4.8 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 gastropod shell fragments 2 0.8 ram's horn, unident; prob modern 
-15-4.9 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 limestone pebbles 9 7.1  
-15-4.10 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 charcoal  <0.1  
-15-4.11 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 ceramic crumb, St. Johns paste 1 0.3  
-15-4.12 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 secondary decort flakes 3 2.4 hard to tell if cortical or eroded 
-15-4.13 ST94, 0-17 cm 6/13/2015 primary decort flakes 2 1.9 hard to tell if cortical or eroded 
-15-5.1 ST95, 0-42 cm 6/13/2015 secondary flakes 3 14.0  
-15-5.2 ST95, 0-42 cm 6/13/2015 natural hematitic pebbles (prob 
natural) 
3 1.1  
8Mr3903 Hardy Croom           
-15-1.1 M.S. collection unknown unidentified bone fragments 10 38.2 probably mammal 
-15-1.2 M.S. collection unknown turtle carapace fragments 3 8.0  
-15-1.3 M.S. collection unknown secondary flakes 12 27.5  
-15-1.4 M.S. collection unknown secondary decort flakes 9 99.0 one possibly retouched 
-15-1.5 M.S. collection unknown primary decort flakes 2 7.1  
-15-1.6 M.S. collection unknown possible cores 2 79.7  
-15-1.7 M.S. collection unknown sand-tempered plain body sherds 7 26.5  
-15-1.8 M.S. collection unknown shell fragment 1 2.7  
-15-1.9 M.S. collection unknown probable utilized flakes 3 24.3  
-15-1.10 M.S. collection unknown St. Johns indeterminate incised body 
sherd 
1 2.1  
-15-1.11 M.S. collection unknown sand-tempered plain rim sherd, thin 
uneven rim 
1 40.4  
-15-1.12 M.S. collection unknown sand-tempered indeterminate stamped 
body sherd 
1 15.3  
-15-1.13 M.S. collection unknown block shatter 1 4.4  
-15-1.14 M.S. collection unknown Oklawaha Incised rim sherd 1 23.4 Goggin 1952 and 1948a 
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-15-1.15 M.S. collection unknown sand-tempered rim sherd, eroded 1 7.5 possible rim treatment 
-15-1.16 M.S. collection unknown probable St. Johns Check-Stamped 
body sherd 
1 4.8  
-15-1.17 M.S. collection unknown St. Johns indeterminate body sherds 6 18.8 4 possibly red painted 
-15-1.18 M.S. collection unknown St. Johns indeterminate rim sherd 1 0.9  
-15-2.1 M.S. collection, 
"Jeffie Bell" site 
9/30/2005 ironstone pottery body sherd 
"STEUB… CHINA" 
1 4.9 possibly Steubenville china, sherd 
could date btw late 1800s-1959 
-15-2.2 M.S. collection, 
"Jeffie Bell" site 
9/30/2005 crystal rim sherd, bluish gray color 1 9.3  
-15-2.3 M.S. collection, 
"Jeffie Bell" site 
9/30/2005 chipped basal brown glass shard 1 10.9 with patination, contains small 
bubbles, may have been worked 
(blown) 
-15-2.4 M.S. collection, 
"Jeffie Bell" site 
9/30/2005 blue glass shard 1 3.4  
-15-2.5 M.S. collection, 
"Jeffie Bell" site 
9/30/2005 clear glass rim shard, slight purple hue 1 1.6  
-15-3.1 M.S. Collection 5/26/2015 sand-tempered rim sherd, slightly 
uneven curved rim, small indentation 
underneath rim 
1 8.0  
-15-4.1 M.S. collection 6/3/2015 St. Johns Plain rim sherd, thick folded 
rim 
1 6.7  
-15-4.2 M.S. collection 6/3/2015 whiteware rim sherd, blue transfer 
printed, probably a cup 
1 5.5  
-15-4.3 M.S. collection 6/3/2015 porcelain rim sherd with raised dots, 
possible plate fragment 
1 8.2  
-15-4.4 M.S. collection 6/3/2015 prob ironstone body sherd 1 2.2  
-15-4.5 M.S. collection 6/3/2015 secondary flakes 2 31.5  
-15-4.6 M.S. collection 6/3/2015 possible hafted unifacial flake tool, use-
wear 
1 4.3  
-15-4.7 M.S. collection 6/3/2015 snail shell 4 6.7 mystery snail 
-15-5.1 surface 6/4/2015 St. Johns Plain rim sherd, possible 
engraved parallel lines 
1 21.6  
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-15-5.2 surface 6/4/2015 light aqua glass shard 1 4.6  
-15-6.1 ST96, 12-40 cm 6/14/2015 charcoal 1 0.2  
-15-6.2 ST96, 12-40 cm 6/14/2015 sand-tempered plain body sherds 3 3.7  
-15-6.3 ST96, 12-40 cm 6/14/2015 secondary flakes 7 7.1 6 appear thermally altered 
-15-6.4 ST96, 12-40 cm 6/14/2015 secondary decort flakes 4 3.8  
-15-6.5 ST96, 12-40 cm 6/14/2015 primary decort flakes 3 3.4  
-15-6.6 ST96, 12-40 cm 6/14/2015 block shatter 1 0.1  
-15-6.7 ST96, 12-40 cm 6/14/2015 vertebra 1 0.2 poss. snake 
-15-6.8 ST96, 12-40 cm 6/14/2015 unidentified bone fragments, some 
burned 
27 5.8  
-15-6.9 ST96, 12-40 cm 6/14/2015 shell fragments, gastropod and mollusk 26 10.5 not all shell was collected; mystery 
snail, ram's horn, and elimia 
found 
-15-6.10 ST96, 12-40 cm 6/14/2015 probable turtle carapace frags 21 8.6 some burnt 
-15-7.1 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 St. Johns plain body sherds with red 
grog inclusions and appears as though 
short fibers were also included 
5 10.2 2 refit 
-15-7.2 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 sand-tempered plain body sherds 11 13.5  
-15-7.3 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 sand tempered plain rim sherd 1 0.8  
-15-7.4 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 clay fragment with one almost flat 
surface, possible sherd 
1 1.6  
-15-7.5 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 incomplete awl or drill, broken tip and 
base 
1 1.3  
-15-7.6 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 secondary flakes 32 40.4  
-15-7.7 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 secondary decort flakes 6 23.3  
-15-7.8 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 primary decort flakes 2 3.2  
-15-7.9 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 burned organic material 6 2.4  
-15-7.10 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 brown glass (bottle) shards 3 7.9  
-15-7.11 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 clear glass shard 1 0.2  
-15-7.12 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 vertebrae and vertebrae fragments, 
various species 
10 5.6  
-15-7.13 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 barbed wire 1 4.5  
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-15-7.14 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 unidentified bone frags 110 29.4 some burned 
-15-7.15 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 burned turtle carapace fragments 31 17.7  
-15-7.16 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 deer teeth 2 9.8 three still in jaw (mandible) 
-15-7.17 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 rusted metal fragment, UID 1 0.3  
-15-7.18 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 shell fragments, gastropods and 
mollusks, some fossilized 
29 9.1  
-15-7.19 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 block shatter 1 0.1  
-15-7.20 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 pebbles 5 2.6 limestone, sandstone, etc. 
-15-7.21 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 ochre (hematitic sandstone) 1 0.5  
-15-7.22 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 fish vertebrae and frags 6 0.9  
-15-7.23 ST96, 0-12 cm 6/14/2015 softshell turtle carapace frags 3 2.3  
-15-8.1 surface around ST96 6/14/2015 sand-and-grog-tempered body sherds 1 2.5 (2 refit) 
-15-8.2 surface around ST96 6/14/2015 secondary flakes 2 4.4  
-15-8.3 surface around ST96 6/14/2015 secondary decort flakes 2 10.0  
-15-8.4 surface around ST96 6/14/2015 block shatter 1 5.8  
-15-8.5 surface around ST96 6/14/2015 clear glass, probably bottle glass 1 9.1 slight patina 
-15-8.6 surface around ST96 6/14/2015 brown glass shard, curved, prob bottle 
glass 
1 2.9  
-15-8.7 surface around ST96 6/14/2015 barbed wire segment 1 27.3  
-15-8.8 surface around ST96 6/14/2015 probable turtle carapace frag 1 1.0  
8Mr3904 Knobby           
-15-1.1 ST102, 0-30 cm 7/16/2015 sand-tempered plain sherd 1 1.9  
-15-1.2 ST102, 0-30 cm 7/16/2015 utilized flakes 2 14.7  
-15-1.3 ST102, 0-30 cm 7/16/2015 secondary flakes, some heat-treated 7 5.6  
-15-1.4 ST102, 0-30 cm 7/16/2015 secondary decort flakes 5 12.5  
-15-1.5 ST102, 0-30 cm 7/16/2015 tooth in mandible/maxilla fragment, 
likely deer tooth, highly eroded surface 
1 1.9  
-15-1.6 ST102, 0-30 cm 7/16/2015 vertebra (fish?) 1 0.3  
-15-1.7 ST102, 0-30 cm 7/16/2015 bone fragments 36 26.5  
-15-1.8 ST102, 0-30 cm 7/16/2015 limestone pebbles 4 3.1  
-15-2.1 ST102, 30-80 cm 7/18/2015 large bifacial scraper 1 72.6  
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-15-2.2 ST102, 30-80 cm 7/18/2015 secondary flakes 4 11.4  
-15-2.3 ST102, 30-80 cm 7/18/2015 bone fragments 4 4.7  
-15-2.4 ST102, 30-80 cm 7/18/2015 limestone chunks 3 34.9  
-15-3.1 animal burrow 
backdirt 
6/26/2015 grog-and-limestone tempered plain 
sherd 
1 4.6 limestone fizzles with HCl 
-15-3.2 animal burrow 
backdirt 
6/26/2015 secondary decort flake 1 3.1  
-15-3.3 animal burrow 
backdirt 
6/26/2015 sample snail shell 8 11.0  
8Mr3905 Silver River Sink           
-14-1.1 ST30, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 flake with retouch 1 6.0  
-14-1.2 ST30, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 secondary flake 1 0.2  
-14-2.1 ST26, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 sand-and-grog-tempered body sherd 1 12.4  
-14-2.2 ST26, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 possible utilized flake 1 5.2  
-14-2.3 ST26, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 secondary flakes 13 8.1 includes retouch flakes 
-14-2.4 ST26, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 secondary decort flakes 2 1.2  
-14-2.5 ST26, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 concretion 1 5.1  
-14-2.6 ST26, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 hematitic rocks 2 7.7  
-14-2.7 ST26, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 charcoal  2.6  
-14-3.1 ST31, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 secondary flakes 2 0.2  
-14-4.1 ST27, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 secondary flakes 2 3.9  
-14-4.2 ST27, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 cortex fragment/block shatter 1 23.0  
-14-5.1 ST28, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 grog-and-sand-tempered body sherdlet 
with holes, possibly eroded out 
limestone tempering 
1 0.3  
-14-5.2 ST28, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 secondary flakes 18 5.6  
-14-5.3 ST28, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 secondary decort flakes 2 2.4  
-14-5.4 ST28, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 primary decort flakes 1 0.3  
-14-5.5 ST28, 0-100 cm 8/17/2014 rock concretions 2 1.9  
-14-6.1 ST23 8/17/2014 secondary flake 1 1.2  
-14-7.1 ST33 8/17/2014 secondary flakes 2 1.1  
-14-8.1 ST32 8/17/2014 secondary flakes 5 1.2  
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-14-9.1 ST24, 20-98 cm 8/17/2014 secondary flakes 15 7.8  
-14-9.2 ST24, 20-98 cm 8/17/2014 secondary decort flakes 6 12.8  
-14-9.3 ST24, 20-98 cm 8/17/2014 hematitic sandstone 1 1.5  
-14-9.4 ST24, 20-98 cm 8/17/2014 siltstone pebble 1 0.5  
-14-9.5 ST24, 20-98 cm 8/17/2014 charcoal  1.0  
-14-9.6 ST24, 20-98 cm 8/17/2014 utilized flake 1 2.1  
-14-10.1 ST25 8/17/2014 secondary flakes 6 7.5  
-14-10.2 ST25 8/17/2014 bifacial tool, possibly made on a core, 
showing use-wear and bashing, 
possible hammerstone 
1 58.5  
-14-10.3 ST25 8/17/2014 limerock pieces, probably natural but 
possibly cultural 
13 100.3  
-14-11.1 ST29 8/17/2014 secondary flakes 4 6.4  
-14-12.1 surface along trail to 
site 
8/17/2014 secondary flake, silicified coral 1 2.2  
-14-13.1 surface, south side of 
sink 
9/4/2014 secondary flake, probable use-wear 1 1.4  
-14-13.2 surface, south side of 
sink 
9/4/2014 secondary flakes 2 8.6  
-15-1.1 ST84, 60-100 cm 3/4/2015 primary decort flakes 2 1.7  
-15-1.2 ST84, 60-100 cm 3/4/2015 concretion 1 0.5  
-15-2.1 ST83, 60-100 cm 3/4/2015 secondary flakes 4 0.8  
-15-2.2 ST83, 60-100 cm 3/4/2015 secondary decort flakes 2 2.7  
-15-3.1 ST81, 10-100 cm 3/4/2015 poss. hematitic sandstone 1 0.6  
-15-3.2 ST81, 10-100 cm 3/4/2015 secondary flakes 40 16.2 some retouch flakes 
-15-3.3 ST81, 10-100 cm 3/4/2015 secondary decort flakes 4 4.2  
-15-4.1 ST82, 0-106 cm 3/4/2015 St. Johns Check-Stamped body sherds 3 1.6  
-15-4.2 ST82, 0-106 cm 3/4/2015 thick grog-tempered plain body sherds 3 12.4 grog-and-sand tempering, 
possibly limestone that dissolved 
where there are holes in the paste, 
but only grog and sand tempering 
on clean break side 
-15-4.3 ST82, 0-106 cm 3/4/2015 secondary flakes 15 9.3  
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-15-4.4 ST82, 0-106 cm 3/4/2015 secondary decort flakes 7 6.2  
-15-4.5 ST82, 0-106 cm 3/4/2015 block shatter 2 0.9  
-15-4.6 ST82, 0-106 cm 3/4/2015 pebbles 7 4.2 sandstone, some probably contain 
hematite 
-15-4.7 ST82, 0-106 cm 3/4/2015 projectile point tip, possibly reshaped 
to Pinellas Point, retains cortex or a 
fossil inclusion 
1 0.8  
8Mr3706 Trifoliate Orange 
Ridge 
          
-15-1.1 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 small triangular projectile point, prob 
Tampa point (or maybe Pinellas point) 
1 1.3 isosceles triangle shape, serrated 
edges, convex base, small amount 
of cortex on one face 
-15-1.2 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 secondary flakes 16 34.6 some thermally altered; at least 
one retouch flake 
-15-1.3 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 secondary decort flakes 5 6.2  
-15-1.4 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 primary decort flake 1 0.7  
-15-1.5 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 block shatter 6 15.2  
-15-1.6 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 turtle carapace frags 10 7.2  
-15-1.7 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 fish vertebra 1 0.1  
-15-1.8 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 unidentified bone frags 8 2.5  
-15-1.9 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 shell frags, mostly bivalve 10 1.3  
-15-1.10 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 Alachua Cob-Marked body sherds 4 40.5 6 before mending 
-15-1.11 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 prob St. Johns Check-Stamped body 
sherd 
1 2.6  
-15-1.12 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 St. Johns Plain body sherds 3 17.6  
-15-1.13 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 limestone-tempered Pasco body sherd 1 2.5  
-15-1.14 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 Trestle Point Shell-Impressed body 
and rim sherds, some mendable to part 
of jar-shaped vessel with 11 cm radius 
(22 cm diameter), slightly folded rim 
14 98.1 12 unmended sherds (1 rim); 11 
mended sherds (3 rims, 8 body); 1 
additional rim, probably from a 
different vessel 
-15-1.15 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 sand-tempered plain sherds, many 
mendable into a large bowl with some 
roughening on the exterior, approx. 12 
cm radius vessel (24 cm diameter) 
21 374.2 32 mended sherds (5 rims, 27 
body; 318.2 g); 20 unmended 
sherds, most or all from same 
vessel (1 rim, 19 body) 
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-15-1.16 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 thick sand-tempered plain rim sherd 1 10.5 different vessel from 15-1.15 
-15-1.17 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 thick sand-tempered plain body sherds, 
poss. basal sherds 
2 24.3 different vessel from 15-1.15; 3 
before mending 
-15-1.18 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 possible fabric-impressed body sherd 1 2.9  
-15-1.19 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 unidentified fired clay fragments or 
sherd fragments 
13 12.4  
-15-1.20 ST131, 0-18 cm 9/13/2015 charcoal n/a 0.8  
-15-3.1 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 secondary flakes 30 22.8  
-15-3.2 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 secondary decort flakes 6 14.5  
-15-3.3 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 primary decort flakes 6 3.9  
-15-3.4 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 block shatter 7 4.5  
-15-3.5 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 probable turtle carapace frags 4 1.2  
-15-3.6 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 fish vertebrae 2 0.2  
-15-3.7 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 tooth fragments (prob. deer) 2 0.9  
-15-3.8 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 St. Johns pottery, prob plain 2 7.5  
-15-3.9 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 sand-tempered plain sherd, very thick, 
black 
1 24.4  
-15-3.10 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 small fired clay pieces or sand-
tempered plain sherdlets 
8 5.8  
-15-3.11 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 possible fossilized shell 2 1.4  
-15-3.12 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 charcoal 1 <0.1  
-15-3.13 ST131, 18-28 cm 10/10/2015 poss. utilized flakes (minor use-wear 
on one edge) 
2 11.0  
-15-4.1 ST131, 28-31 cm 10/10/2015 secondary flake 1 3.1  
-15-4.2 ST131, 28-31 cm 10/10/2015 sand-tempered sherd or fired clay 1 0.8  
-15-4.3 ST131, 28-31 cm 10/10/2015 bone fragments 6 1.0  
-15-4.4 ST131, 28-31 cm 10/10/2015 shells (small snails) 2 4.8  
-15-4.5 ST131, 28-31 cm 10/10/2015 poss. fossilized shell 2 1.7  
8Mr3707 River Trailhead 
Agricultural 
Complex 
          
-15-1.1 surface, clearing 
between structures 
8/13/2015 metal strike plate from door 1 9.2  
490 
 
-15-1.2 surface, clearing 
between structures 
8/13/2015 cream colored ceramic rim and basal 
sherd, likely a plate fragment 
1 19.8 refined earthenware 
-15-1.3 surface, clearing 
between structures 
8/13/2015 white refined earthenware with green 
annular bands, one thick outer band 
and one thin inner band, likely a plate 
or platter rim sherd 
1 18.2  
-15-1.4 surface, clearing 
between structures 
8/13/2015 white refined earthenware with green 
annular bands, one thick outer band 
and one thin inner band, likely half of a 
saucer, rim and basal sherd 
1 40.8 two different size plates from 
same site suggests that a full 
pattern of dishes may have been 
present here 
-15-2.1 surface near 
structure 3 
8/13/2015 lip (twist off), neck with ring handle, 
and part of body of brown glass jug, 
labeled "ONE GALLON," possible 
bleach or moonshine bottle 
1 381.5  
8Mr3919 Little Palm Ridge           
-15-1.1 ST93, 0-88 cm 
(mostly upper 20 
cm) 
5/18/2015 poss. woven fabric-impressed sand-
tempered sherds with highly eroded 
surfaces (Alachua fabric-impressed?) 
5 32.2 least deteriorated sherd, when 
viewed in positive impression on 
a fresh piece of clay, shows 
possible woven fabric with warps 
and wefts of different thicknesses 
-15-1.2 ST93, 0-88 cm 
(mostly upper 20 
cm) 
5/18/2015 indeterminate punctated sand-
tempered sherd 
1 4.1  
-15-1.3 ST93, 0-88 cm 
(mostly upper 20 
cm) 
5/18/2015 pottery crumbs 8 3.2 probably from same poss. fabric 
impressed vessel 
-15-1.4 ST93, 0-88 cm 
(mostly upper 20 
cm) 
5/18/2015 fired clay fragment, poss. daub 1 8.2  
-15-1.5 ST93, 0-88 cm 
(mostly upper 20 
cm) 
5/18/2015 charcoal 1 12.8  
-15-2.1 surface 5/18/2015 large limestone tool with steep flaking, 
probable woodworking tool 
1 804.7 maybe used to build canoes, 
contains fossil shell inclusions 
491 
 
-15-3.1 surface 5/18/2015 probable opossum pelvic bone, 
modern 
1 4.4  
A.O.             
-15-1.1 ST85 5/16/2015 limestone pebbles 2 16.8  
-15-1.1 ST16 8/16/2014 secondary flake 1 0.3  
-15-1.2 ST16 8/16/2014 metal fragments, barbed wire and other 4 28.1  
-15-1.3 ST16 8/16/2014 limestone chunks 2 1.5  
-15-1.4 ST16 8/16/2014 marine faunal fragment? UID 1 0.2   
 
